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ABSTRACT 


This  study  analyzes  data  from  a  survey  of  the  Surface 
Warfare  Officer  community.  The  questionnaire  was  initiated 
by  Navy  Personnel  Research  and  Development  Center  (NPRDC)  in 
the  summer  of  1981.  This  thesis  enhances  the  understanding 
of  the  effects  of  dual-careers  and  related  family  issues  on 
surface  warfare  officer  retention.  Six  theoretical  measures 
were  identified  (household  career  status,  family  responsi¬ 
bility,  grade,  type  duty,  family  disruptions,  and  family 
decision  process) ,  which  were  expected  to  explain  the 
variance  across  career  intent  and  career  satisfaction.  The 
study  defined  a  dual-career  family  as  a  family  in  which 
husband  and  wife  pursue  careers  that  (a)  both  have 
professional-administrative- technical  (PAT)  jobs  and  (b) 
the  relative  proportion  between  the  two  incomes  is  between 
60-40  and  50-50. 

The  findings  show  that  both  career  intent  and  career 
satisfaction  are  influenced  by  the  interaction  of  household 
career  status,  family  decision  process,  grade  and  type  duty. 
The  study  partly  rejects  the  idea  that  the  dual-career 
family  trend  in  the  Navy  is  a  major  problem.  Additionally, 
the  study  raises  questions  for  future  research  to  address. 


IV.  FINDINGS -  a: 

A.  SAMPLE  CHARACTERISTICS  -  41 

* 

B.  ANALYSIS  RESULTS  -  41 

1.  HYPOTHESIS  1  -  Household  Career  Status —  41 

2.  HYPOTHESIS  2  -  Family  Decision  Process —  50 

3.  HYPOTHESIS  3  -  Grade  and  Household 

Career  Status  -  51 

4.  HYPOTHESIS  TEST  4  -  Type  Duty - 55 

5.  HYPOTHESIS  TEST  5  -  Family  Decision 

Process -  58 

6.  HYPOTHESIS  6  -  Family  Responsibility 

and  Family  Disruption  -  58 

V.  ANALYSIS - 64 

A.  CAREER  INTENT -  64 

B.  CAREER  SATISFACTION  -  67 

VI.  CONCLUSIONS -  71 

A.  OVERVIEW -  71 

B.  POLICY  SUGGESTIONS  -  72 

1.  Sea  Tour  Lengths  and  Split  Tours - 72 

2.  Command  Understanding  and  Involvement -  73 

3.  Family  Services -  74 

C.  SUGGESTIONS  FOR  FUTURE  RESEARCH  -  74 

D.  INTO  THE  FUTURE:  THE  NEXT  GENERATION  -  75 

E.  FINAL  COMMENTS - - -  76 

APPENDIX  -  NPRDC  SURFACE  WARFARE  OFFICER  QUESTIONNAIRE-  77 

LIST  OF  REFERENCES - 99 

INITIAL  DISTRIBUTION  LIST  - 


6 


101 


LIST  OF  TABLES 


* 

I  THE  DUAL-CAREER  PHENOMENON  -  10 

II  PROJECTED  TOTAL  SHIPS  UNDER  THE  NAVY'S 

PLANNED  BUILDUP  1983-1990  (END  OF  FY)  -  H 

III  ACTIVE-DUTY  OFFICER  REQUIREMENTS  BY  TYPE  OF 

BILLET  FISCAL  YEARS  1983-1990  (IN  THOUSANDS) -  12 

IV  THE  SUCCESS-CYCLE -  14 

V  SURFACE  WARFARE  OFFICER  CAREER  PATH  -  15 

VI  MEDIAN  FAMILY  INCOME  BY  TYPE  OF  FAMILY 
SELECTED  YEARS  1968-1980  (CONSTANT  1980 

DOLLARS,  THOUSANDS)  -  18 

VII  CAREER  STAGE  MODELS  -  26 

VIII  NAVAL  OFFICER  CAREER  STAGES  -  28 

IX  NPRDC  SURFACE  WARFARE  OFFICER  SAMPLE 

POPULATION -  31 

X  MARRIED  SURFACE  WARFARE  OFFICER  POPULATION -  31 

XI  SAMPLE  POPULATION  BY  GRADE  AFTER  SCREENS  33 

APPLIED  - 

XII  DUAL-CAREER  INDEX  CORRELATION  MATRIX  -  34 

XIII  NAVAL  OFFICER  PROMOTION  FLOW  POINTS  -  37 

XIV  FAMILY  DISRUPTION  INDEX  CORRELATION  MATRIX  -  38 

XV  CAREER  SATISFACTION  INDEX  CORRELATION  MATRIX -  40 

XVI  FAMILY  DECISION  PROCESS  CORRELATION  MATRIX -  41 

XVII  THE  SYSTEMS  APPROACH -  43 

XVIII  HYPOTHESIS  1:  ANALYSIS  METHODOLOGY  SUMMARY -  43 

XIX  HYPOTHESIS  2:  ANALYSIS  METHODOLOGY  SUMMARY -  44 

XX  HYPOTHESIS  3;  ANALYSIS  METHODOLOGY  SUMMARY -  44 

XXI  HYPOTHESIS  4;  ANALYSIS  METHODOLOGY  SUMMARY -  45 

XXII  HYPOTHESIS  5:  ANALYSIS  METHODOLOGY  SUMMARY  -  45 


-J  •  J. 


7 


V-' 


V  ■  \  ■  I  *1 


XXIII  HYPOTHESIS  6:  ANALYSIS  METHODOLOGY  SUMMARY  -  46 

XXIV  GENERAL  SAMPLE  CHARACTERISTICS  -  48 

XXV  RESULTS  FOR  HOUSEHOLD  CAREER  STATUS  MEANS  TEST -  49 

XXVI  CAREER  INTENT  AND  CAREER  SATISFACTION 

MEAN  SCORES -  49 

XXVII  RESULTS  FOR  FAMILY  DECISION  MEANS  TEST  -  50 

XXVIII  CAREER  INTENT  AND  CAREER  SATISFACTION  MEAN 

SCORES  BY  FAMILY  DECISION  PROCESS  -  51 

XXIX  ANOVA  (GLM)  BY  HOUSEHOLD  CAREER  STATUS  AND 

GRADE -  5  3 

XXX  DEVIATIONS  FROM  THE  GRAND  MEAN  IN  HYPOTHESIS 

TEST  3 -  54 

XXXI  ANOVA  (GLM)  BY  HOUSEHOLD  CAREER  STATUS  AND 

TYPE  DUTY -  56 

XXXII  DEVIATIONS  FROM  THE  GRAND  MEAN  IN  HYPOTHESIS 

TEST  4 -  5  7 

XXXIII  ANOVA  (GLM)  BY  HOUSEHOLD  CAREER  STATUS  AND 

FAMILY  DECISION  PROCESS  -  60 

XXXIV  DEVIATIONS  FROM  THE  GRAND  MEAN  IN  HYPOTHESIS 

TEST  5 -  61 

XXXV  ANOVA  (GLM)  BY  HOUSEHOLD  CAREER  STATUS,  FAMILY 

RESPONSIBILITY  AND  FAMILY  DISRUPTIONS  (F-STAT) -  62 

XXXVI  DEVIATIONS  FROM  THE  GRAND  MEAN  IN  HYPOTHESIS 

TEST  6 -  6  3 

XXXVII  DIFFERENCES  IN  CAREER  INTENT  AND  CAREER 

SATISFACTION  WHEN  FAMILY  DECISION  PROCESS 
ACCOUNTED  FOR -  72 


8 


I.  INTRODUCTION 

A.  BACKGROUND 

In  1984  and  1985,  the  press  heralded  the  two-executive 
family  and  pondered  its  impact  upon  corporation,  community 
and  children.  The  traditional  model  of  bread-winner  husband 
and  the  homemaker  wife  was  soon  to  be  gone.  Disappearing 
was  the  wife  who  ran  the  house,  made  social  plans,  and  moved 
her  household  across  the  country  as  her  husband  pursued 
success.  In  the  past  twenty  years  the  dual-career  family 
has  grown  from  a  curiosity  into  a  trend.  As  Table  I  depicts, 
in  1960  900-thousand  American  couples  consisted  of  spouses 
who  both  held  positions  as  executives,  professionals  or 
technicians.  In  1983  there  were  3.3  million. 

The  trend  of  two-career  families  in  American  society 
merits  the  attention  and  concern  of  Naval  manpower  planners 
and  policy  mcdcers. 

During  this  Scime  20-year  period  the  United  States  Navy 
embarked  on  a  major  expansion  to  a  600-ship  Navy.  The  Navy's 
shipbuilding  plan  for  FY's  1984-1988  includes  124  new  ships 
with  a  projected  cost  of  $93  billion  (in  1985  dollars) .  The 
majority  of  these  ships  would  be  deployable  combatants 
capable  of  wartime  services  at  overseas  locations.  Table  II 
illustrates  the  scope  of  the  planned  build-up  through  1990 
[Ref.  1:  p.  xiv]. 
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A  larger  fleet  will,  obviously,  require  substantially 
more  manpower.  By  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1990,  some  9,000 
more  officers  will  be  required.  Table  III  depicts  those 
officer  requirements  by  type  of  billet  [Ref.  1:  p.  10]. 

From  where  will  these  new  commissions  come?  How  will 
the  Navy  compete  for  manpower  in  an  expensive  labor  market? 

Part  of  the  answer  rests  with  understanding  the  economic 
and  demographic  characteristics  of  dual-career  families. 

TABLE  III 

ACTIVE-DUTY  OFFICER  REQUIREMENTS  BY  TYPE  OF  BILLET 
FISCAL  YEARS  1983-1990  (IN  THOUSANDS) 


TYPE  BILLET 

1983 

1984 

19  85 

19  86 

1987 

19  8  8 

19  89 

1990 

Sea  Duty 

19 

19 

20 

21 

21 

21 

22 

23 

Shore  Duty 

38 

39 

39 

40 

40 

40 

40 

41 

Overhead* 

15 

16 

17 

17 

17 

17 

17 

17 

Total  Officer 

72 

74 

76 

79 

79 

78 

79 

81 

*Indicates  cadets,  students,  trainees,  patients,  prisoners  and 
personnel  in  transit  (permanent  change  of  station) . 

The  roles  of  work  and  family  in  the  lifestyles  of 
Americans  for  the  rest  of  this  decade  and  into  the  next  will 
be  profoundly  reorganized.  If  the  Navy  is  to  succeed  in 
getting  and  keeping  top-grade  officers  in  sufficient  numbers 
to  man  the  600-ship  Navy,  it  must  take  account  of  a  new 
family  arrangement  in  which  both  spouses  pursue  professional 
or  executive  careers.  Not  just  officers  in  aggregate,  but 


it  is  safe  to  assume  that,  like  attracting  like,  it  is 
precisely  the  best  and  brightest  of  the  officer  corps 
whose  mates  will  have  careers  of  equal  importance  and 
income.  Long  hours,  frequent  separations  and  transfers 
may  turn  into  critical  manpower  losses  if  these  demands 
turn  into  critical  conflict  with  a  spouse's  career  and 
such  conflicts  are  resolved  by  resignations  of  commissions. 

B.  THE  DUAL-CAREER  FAMILY  DEFINED 

What  is  a  dual-career  family?  For  the  purposes  of  this 
study,  a  dual-career  family  is  defined  as  a  family  in  which 
husband  and  wife  pursue  careers  in  which  (  a)  both  have 
professional-administrative-technical  (PAT)  jobs  and  (b)  the 
relative  proportion  between  the  two  incomes  is  between  60-40 
and  50-50.  In  this  study,  the  relative  proportion  factor  was 
assumed  by  virtue  of  the  rigor  imposed  on  the  PAT  factor. 

Income  data  was  not  available.  A  dual-career  family  is  not 
merely  a  working  wife.  Rather,  it  is  a  wife  with  a  success¬ 
ful  career. 

A  career  is  defined  here  as  a  job  sequence  that  requires 
a  high  degree  of  psychological  commitment  and  that  has  a 
continuous  developmental  character.  In  order  for  a  career  to 
have  that  aspect  of  continuous  developmental  character,  it 
must  embody  the  process  of  generating  action  steps  for 
individuals  to  progress  along  alternative  pathways,  in  work 
systems,  and  it  must  unite  organizational  planning  with 
individual  needs,  capeibilities ,  and  aspirations  [Ref.  2:  p.  23]. 


In  short,  it  must  provide  a  challenge  and  allow  for  growth. 
Table  IV  illustrates  the  "success  cycle"  as  developed  by 
Hall  and  Hall  [Ref.  3:  p.  33]. 

In  the  success  cycle  depicted,  a  person  accepts  a 
challenge  or  reaches  for  a  goal,  gets  recognition  and 
internal  satisfaction,  and  enjoys  a  huge  boost  in  ego. 

This  increased  sense  of  self-esteem  and  confidence  generates 
increased  job  involvement.  This  in  turn  leads  to  setting 
more  challenging  future  goals,  representing  higher  levels  of 
aspiration . 


TABLE  IV 

THE  SUCCESS-CYCLE 


In  the  methodology  chapter,  I  will  explain  how  I 


identified  and  defined  dual-career  couples  in  terms  of  the 
variables  found  in  the  Navy  data  on  surface  warfare  officers 


TABLE  V 


SURFACE  WARFARE  OFFICER  CAREER  PATH 


CAPTAIN  COMMAND 
AD/CG/AMPHIB/UNREP 


5th  SHORE.  SHORE  COMMAND 

.  MAJOR  SHORE  STAFF 
.  SUBSPECIALTy 


MAJ 

SHOFE 

CMD 


POST  CD  STAFF 


4th  SHORE: 


.  SUBSPECIALTY 
.  WASHINGTON 
.  SR  SVC  COLLEGE 


CDR  aO^®1AND 


CfTHER  SEA 


3rd  SHORE: 


POST  XD  TOUR 
.CO  .SEA  STAFF 

IjCDR  XD  TOUR 


SUBSPECIALTY 
WASHINGTCW 
MAJOR  SHORE 
STAFF 


2nd  SHORE  .  PG  SCHOOL  (NON  TECH) 
.  SHORE  STAFF 
.  IR  SVC  OOLLECS 
.  PV  UTILIZATTON 


SEA  STAFF/DEP  HEAD 


raiT  HEAD  SPLIT  TOUR 
AMPHIB/MLSF/STAFF 


DD  DEPARTMENT  HEAD 


OTHER  AFLOAT 


DEPT  HEAD  COURSE  -  SWO  SCHOOIE  CMD 


FIRST  SHORE  .  STAFF 

.  REX3?UITING 
.  PG  SCHOOL 

(TECH  CURRICULUM) 


NEW  CONSTRUCTION 
OGHER  AFLOAT 


BASIC  CXXJRSE  -  SWO  SCHOOLS  CMD 


C .  PROBLEM  STATEMENT 

Command  at  sea  marks  the  zenith  of  a  surface  warfare 
officer’s  career.  The  path  up  the  ladder  of  success 
requires  that  an  officer  understand  the  assignment  process 
and  that  he  make  a  major  career  decision  every  two  to  three 
years.  These  decisions  have  a  considerable  effect  on  an 
officer's  family.  Table  V  depicts  a  typical  Surface  Warfare 
Officer  career  path. 

Integrating  professional  needs  and  family  responsibili¬ 
ties  is  strain  enough  in  the  conventional  breadwinner 
husband/homemaker  wife  family.  In  the  dual-career  household 
the  strain  is  amplified.  Domestic  chores,  child  care,  job 
demands  and  social  obligations  compete  for  the  limited  hours 
in  the  day  of  a  dual-career  couple. 

From  the  male  officer's  point  of  view,  a  career  oriented 

wife's  inability  to  be  a  traditional  Navy-Wife  is  likely  to 

undermine  his  career  success.  As  a  male  officer  progresses 

up  the  chain  of  command,  the  role  of  his  wife  as  social 

hostess  and  symbol  of  command  increases.  She  is  both  hostess 

and  social  director.  Pye  and  Shea,  in  their  book  "Welcome 

Aboard.  A  Service  Manual  for  the  Naval  Officers  Wife", 

outline  traditional  responsibilities  of  the  Navy-Wife; 

You  should  do  all  you  can  to  fulfill  the  wishes  of  the 
wife  of  your  husband's  commanding  officer  ...  as  far 
as  possible,  you  should  comply  with  her  requests  .  .  . 
it  is  not  only  considered  good  manners  to  be  as 
cooperative  as  possible,  but  it  helps  the  morale  of 
the  ship  if  the  wives  all  get  along  together. [Ref.  4: 


A  wife  with  a  career  of  her  own  may  find  it  impossible 
to  embrace  the  role  of  "Navy-Wife",  either  because: 

(1)  She  does  not  have  the  time. 

(2)  She  is  geographically  separated. 

C3)  She  is  not  interested  in  traditional  subordination. 

Further,  the  financial  realities  of  the  dual-career 
lifestyle  cannot  be  overlooked.  Two  professionally  salaried 
people  can  more  easily  afford  a  rising  cost  of  living  in  the 
United  States.  The  desire  to  purchase  homes  frequently 
priced  over  $100,000,  to  drive  new  cars,  and  to  generally 
improve  their  quality  of  life  provides  additional  incentive 
for  both  members  of  the  household  to  pursue  careers. 

Additionally,  the  motivations  of  women  are  changing.  In 
1964  the  Census  Bureau  found  that  two- thirds  of  working  women 
were  employed  out  of  economic  need;  only  one-sixth  gave 
"personal  satisfaction"  as  their  rationale  for  working.  A 
decade  later,  in  a  National  Opinion  Research  Center  survey, 

60  percent  of  married  women  gave  "important  and  meaningful 
work"  as  their  most  preferred  job  characteristic.  Today, 
in  a  national  survey  of  women  aged  eighteen  to  thirty-five, 
over  80  percent  of  the  working  women  polled  said  they  would 
continue  to  work  even  if  money  were  no  problem. 

This  concern  for  autonomy  and  self-fulfillment  indicates 
that  society  is  beginning  to  endorse  a  new  type  of  success 
for  both  men  and  women:  a  psychological  success  based  on 
the  individual's  internal  priorities,  values,  and  standards 
of  excellence  [Ref.  3;  p.  67]. 


Table  VI  relates  the  difference  in  median  family  income 
for  dual-career  and  single-career  families  for  selected 
years  196  8-19  80  . 

TABLE  VI 

MEDIAN  FAMILY  INCOME  BY  TYPE  OF  FAMILY 
SELECTED  YEARS,  1968-1980  (CONSTANT  1980  DOLLARS, 

THOUSANDS) 

TYPE  FAMILY  YEAR 


1968 

19  70 

19  72 

1974 

19  76 

1968 

19  80 

Dual-Career 

10  .63 

12.15 

13.88 

16.58 

19  .08 

22.73 

27.74 

Single-Career 

8.7 

10  .01 

11.49 

13.48 

15.48 

18.99 

22.40 

(  Source:  Haygle,  Howard.  "Dual  Earner  Families",  Two 
Paychecks  (Sage  publications,  London,  England:  1982) ,  p.  36. 

As  Table  VI  indicates,  the  difference  in  median  earnings 
between  the  two  lifestyles  is  widening.  In  many  cases,  once 
a  family  is  accustomed  to  a  double  income,  they  often  are 
financially  not  able  to  give  up  one  of  the  income  sources, 
even  if  it  means  temporary  separations  and  difficult 
relocations  [Ref.  5:  p.  27]. 

The  income  from  two  well-paid  careers  in  one  household 
becomes  a  vital  factor  in  resistance  to: 

(1)  Frequent  moves. 

(2)  Moves  to  non-metro  assignments. 

(3)  Overseas  moves. 

An  officer  in  San  Diego  or  Washington,  D.C.  simply  and 
truly  may  not  be  able  to  afford  an  assignment  to  Maine  if  it 
means  losing  40  percent  of  the  household  income. 


If  the  Navy  is  serious  about  attracting  and  keeping  its 


best  surface  warfare  officers,  then  the  special  needs  of 
dual-career  households  must  be  understood.  Programs  dealing 
with  career  paths,  the  detailing  process,  PCS  policies,  job 
data  banks  for  spouses,  and  family  issues  in  general  may 
ease  the  task  of  manning  a  larger  surface  force. 

D.  THESIS  INTENTION 

The  purpose  of  this  study  is  to  understand  the  effects 
of  dual  careers  and  related  family  issues  on  surface  warfare 
officer  retention. 

E.  RESEARCH  QUESTION 

Do  dual-career  families  exhibit  different  behaviors  with 
regard  to  career  intent  and  career  satisfaction  as  a  result 
of  family  oriented  variables?  If  so,  what  roles  do  family 
responsibility,  family  decision  process,  grade,  type  duty, 
and  family  disruptions  play  in  explaining  any  such 
differences? 


Compared  to  single-career  families,  are  dual-career 
families  less  career-oriented?  Do  they  experience  a  lesser 
degree  of  career  satisfaction? 


II.  LITERATURE  REVIEW 


A.  THE  DUAL-CAREER  HOUSEHOLD:  DESCRIPTION  AND 

CHARACTERISTICS 

The  literature  addressing  the  dual-career  phenomenon  is 
as  new  and  dynamic  as  the  trend  itself.  The  various  writings 
run  from  family  issues  to  the  economic,  social,  and  organiza¬ 
tional  impact  of  dual-career  households. 

Two  social  phenomena  led  to  the  increase  in  dual-career 
households : 

(1)  The  rapid  rise  in  the  number  of  women  in  the  work 
force. 

(2)  A  success  ethic  that  was  previously  valued  by  men 
only  has  spread  to  working  women.  They  are  equally 
concerned  with  the  quality  of  life  now  that  they 
can  afford  it. 

A  classic  study  of  the  dual-career  households  was  done 
by  Rapoport  and  Rapoport  in  1971.  They  defined  the  two- 
career  family  as: 

heads  of  household  pursue  careers  and  at  the  same  time 

maintain  a  family  life  together  [Ref.  6:  p.  42]. 

The  study  classified  couples  according  to  four 
descriptions: 

Careerist  Couples:  both  emphasize  career  only. 

Conventional  Couples:  the  wife  emphasizes  family  only 

and  the  husband  emphasizes  career. 

Family  Couples;  both  emphasize  family  as  their  major 

source  of  satisfaction. 

Coordinate  Couples;  both  value  family  and  career. 

In  a  related  study.  Hall  and  Hall  (1978)  discussed  how 
dual-career  couples  and  organizations  cope.  They  grouped 
couples  according  to  career  stages; 


Characteristics  of  Early  Career  Couples 


1.  Similar  career  demands.  For  both  partners,  the  need 
to  develop  skills  and  contacts  and  gain  broad  work 
experience  means  traveling,  relocations,  long  hours, 
and  a  high  degree  of  job  involvement.  For  each,  the 
job  is  top  priority.  These  responsibilities  and 
demands  often  lead  to  conflict. 

2.  Conflicting  career  choices.  The  best  opportunity  for 
each,  in  terms  of  advancing  their  respective  careers, 
may  mean  moving  in  different  directions  geographically 

3.  Intense  commitment  to  career.  Both  partners  usually 
have  a  strong  drive  to  succeed.  Because  of  this,  they 
understand  and  en^hathize  with  the  other's  commitment 
to  career.  This  doesn't  lessen  the  intensity  of  their 
own  commitment,  however. 

4.  Lack  of  preparedness.  Most  couples  have  little 
information  about  managing  two  careers  or  about  what 
lies  ahead  if  they  plan  to  have  a  family. 

5.  No  problem-solving  skills.  For  many  couples,  the 
conflict  over  a  first  job  or  relocation  is  their  first 
experience  in  working  on  problems  together.  Often 
they  perceive  the  situation  in  terms  of  "my  career 
versus  yours". 

6.  Fear  of  the  organization.  Many  couples  are  afraid  to 
discuss  their  problems  with  a  boss  or  superior  in  the 
firm  for  fear  it  will  reflect  negatively  on  their 
career  commitment. 

7.  Personal  flexibility.  When  pushed,  most  young  couples 
seem  willing  to  explore  non- traditional  alternatives 
for  managing  a  family  or  a  marriage. 

Characteristics  of  Mid-Career  Couples 

Career  versus  family  conflicts  over  children  and 
relocation. 

!.  Alternative  career  paths  which  accommodate  family 
needs  are  viewed  as  viable. 

!.  More  clearly  defined  career  and  family  priorities 
and  goals  . 


Commitment  to  the  family  unit. 


5.  Improved  ability  to  plan  and  cope  as  a  function  of 
experience  in  problem  solving  career/family  issues. 


6.  Less  fear  of  the  organization,  more  sharing  of  career/ 
family  concerns,  and  willingness  to  test  the  organiza¬ 
tion's  flexibility. 

7.  Acceptance  of  the  career  as  flexible  and  the  family 
as  a  given  [Ref.  3;  p.  38]. 

Dual-career  families  tend  to  be  more  inner-directed. 

The  source  of  direction  for  the  individual  is  inner  in  the 
sense  that  it  is  implanted  early  in  life  by  elders  and 
directed  toward  generalized  but  nonetheless  inescapably 
destined  goals.  These  individuals  possess  a  greater  degree 
of  flexibility  in  adapting  themselves  to  changing  require¬ 
ments  and  in  return  require  more  from  their  environment 
[Ref .  7 ;  p .  14 J . 

They  act  upon,  and  are  guided  by  individual  principles 
and  motives,  rather  than  responding  primarily  to  external 
pressures  [Ref.  8:  p.  45]. 

Furthermore,  there  is  strong  evidence  which  suggests 
that  wives  in  dual-career  families  tend  to  come  from  a 
higher  social  and  economic  class  than  their  husbands 
[Ref.  9;  p.  63] , 

Burke  and  Weir  (1976) ,  found  that  two-career  families 
relied  less  on  the  need  to  receive  affection,  inclusion  and 
control.  They  concluded  that  dual-career  families  were  more 
self-reliant  and  self-sufficient  than  single  career  families 
[Ref.  10:  pp.  453-459] . 
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Suter  (1979),  reported  that  there  were  significant 
differences  in  attitudes  and  behavior  between  dual-career 
and  single-career  families  across  age,  rank,  designator  and 
career  intent  [Ref.  5:  pp .  79-123]. 

Strifler  (1982)  ,  found  that  family  disruption  was  a 
significant  factor  in  assessing  the  variance  across  career 
intent.  His  study  en^iloyed  the  same  data  set  used  for  this 
work.  [Ref.  2:  p.  87] 

Both  Suter  (1979)  and  Strifler  (  1982)  employed  a  broader 
definition  of  a  dual-career  family  than  is  used  in  this  study 
In  both  cases,  the  criterion  used  to  identify  tMO-career 
couples  was  merely  if  the  spouse  was  employed  outside  of  the 
home.  This  study  takes  a  closer  look  at  the  nature  of  the 
spouse's  employment. 

Yogev  and  Brett  (1983),  found  that,  in  dual-career 
couples,  family  dynamics  and  interaction  were  important 
aspects  in  shaping  family  attitudes  and  behaviors  [Ref.  11: 
p.  13]. 

B.  THE  MILITARY,  THE  FAMILY,  AND  THE  DUAL-CAREER  TREND 

This  section  reviews  the  literature  pertaining  to  the 
effects  of  the  dual-career  trend  on  the  military  family. 

Grace,  Steiner  and  Holcher  (1976)  found  that  Navy  wives 
have  a  favorable  attitude  towards  Navy  life,  but  that 
recently  those  attitudes  have  becomes  less  favorc±>le.  They 


observed  that: 


(1)  More  wives  are  working  outside  of  the  home ; 

(2)  Wives  are  growing  dissatisfied  with  family 
separations  ; 

{3j  Wives  are  having  difficulty  in  obtaining  assistance 
when  the  husband  is  away. 

[Ref.  12;  p.  19]  . 

Along  the  same  lines,  Githens  (1979)  showed  that  depri¬ 
vation  of  home  life  and  family  separation  together  was  the 
number  one  reason  for  leaving  the  service  as  stated  on  Navy 
Officer  Exit  Statements  [Ref.  13:  p.  43]. 

In  assessing  Surface  Warfare  Junior  Officer  retention, 
Mohr,  Holzbach  and  Morrison  (1981)  found  that  separation  was 
considered  to  be  the  worst  aspect  of  Navy  life.  Wives  who 
worked  outside  of  the  home  generally  were  less  supportive  of 
a  Navy  career  than  those  who  maintained  the  home  [Ref.  14: 
p.  29]. 

In  examining  family  roles  in  a  changing  military.  Hunter 
and  Pope  (1981)  found  that  the  changing  roles  for  both  men 
and  women  in  civilian  society  are  belatedly  being  reflected 
within  the  military  [Ref.  15;  p.  16]. 

In  a  study  of  Air  Force  personnel,  Carr  and  Orthner 
(1980)  expressed  the  need  for  the  military  to  understand 
family  composition  and  characteristics.  Because  the  family 
is  a  primary  component  of  military  policy  [Ref.  16;  p.  12]. 

The  problem  of  recognition  and  action  was  summarized  by 
Bailyn  (18  2)  who  found  that,  despite  widespread  awareness 
patterns  of  work/family  relations,  organizations  are  not 
responding  to  this  change  [Ref.  17;  p.  32]. 


A  successful  two-career  family  must  share  household 
responsibilities  and  family  work.  Yogev  and  Brett  (1983) 
reported  that  the  perception  which  distinguishes  between 
dual-career  spouses  who  are  satisfied  with  marriage  and 
general  lifestyle  and  those  who  are  not,  is  that  the  other 
partner  is  doing  his/her  share  of  family  work.  Family  work 
includes  not  only  housework,  but  child  care  as  well  [Ref.  11 

p.  21]  . 

The  recurring  themes  are  dissatisfaction  with  prolonged 
separation,  the  need  to  share  family  responsibilities  and 
household  work,  the  lack  of  flexibility  in  both  military 
and  corporate  structure  and  the  degree  of  independence  and 
self  reliance  present  in  dual-career  families. 

C.  CAREER  DEVELOPMENT  AND  CAREER  PLANNING 

A  number  of  career  development  and  career  stage  theories 
have  been  put  forth.  Virtually  all  of  these  state,  in  one 
way  or  another,  that  an  adult  develops  through  specific 
stages  or  steps  and  that  an  age  range  bounds  each  stage. 
These  stages  must  be  "s tepped- through"  by  an  individual  if 
he/she  is  to  follow  a  normal  career  development  path. 

Table  VII  summarizes  the  various  career  stage  models. 

Career  development  and  career  planning  were  defined  by 
London  and  Stumpf  (1982),  as  the  activities  individuals 
participate  in  to  improve  themselves  relative  to  their 
current  planned  work- roles  and  the  activities  that  organi¬ 
zations  sponsor  to  help  ensure  that  individuals  will  meet 


Hall  and 


Exploration 


35  Establishment 


55  Maintenance 


Decline 


TABLE  XVII 


CAREER  STAGE  MODELS 


Hall  and 
Nouqaim 


Pre-Work 


Establishment 


Early 


Career 


Mid- 

Career 


Maintenance 


t 

Late 

Career 


Retirement 


Dalton  and 
Mansfield 


Thompson 


Apprenticeship 


Individual 


Contributor 


Mentor/ 

Manager 

Organization 

Shaper 


(Source:  Morrison,  R.F.  and  Cook,  T.M.  "Military  Officer 

Career  Development  and  Decision  Making;  A  Multiple-Cohort 
Longitudinal  Analysis  of  the  First  Twenty-Four  Years," 
NPRDC,  San  Diego,  [March,  1982])  . 
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or  exceed  their  future  human  resource  requirements. 

[Ref .  18 :  p .  11]  . 

The  necessary  relationship  between  the  individual  and 
the  organization  was  highlighted  by  Morrison  and  Cook  (1982) 
who  postulated  that  "variations  in  career  development 
patterns,  career  intentions,  performance  and  continuance 
with  the  organization  will  be  a  function  of  the  interaction 
between  individual,  organization,  social  and  environmental 
factors  over  time"  [Ref.  19:  p.  23]. 

In  a  study  of  marriage  and  family  issues  across  Naval 
Officer  careers,  Derr  (197  9)  defined  three  major  stages  in 
the  career/family  life  of  a  Naval  Officer.  Table  VIII 
displays  those  stages  [Ref.  20:  p.  18] . 

These  career  stages  are  important  for  both  the  organi¬ 


zation  and  the  individual  to  understand  in  undertaking 
career  planning  and  development. 


TABLE  VIII 


NAVAL  OFFICER  CAREER  STAGES 


STAGE  STAGE  ISSUES 

ENSIGN,  LTJG  Early-career  Determine  if  the  Navy 

is  to  be  a  career. 

Adjusting  to  Navy 
way  of  life. 

Developing  work,  and 
family  model. 

LT,  LCDR  Mid-Career  Sure  of  career  anchor. 

Period  of  "questioning". 

Family  issues  rise  in 
importance. 

Wife  has  significant 
impact  on  career 
decisions . 

CDR  and 

above  Late-Career  Key  family  issue  is 

geographic  stability. 

Preparing  for  transition 
to  retirement. 

Confronting  issues  of 
agi ng . 


III.  METHODOLOGY 


A-  FUNDAMENTAL  ASSUMPTIONS 

This  study  was  designed  to  draw  conclusions  about  the 
effect  of  dual-career  situations  on  surface  warfare  officer 
career  intent  and  career  satisfaction. 

The  following  assumptions  are  behind  the  design  of  this 
study  and  its  statistical  analysis: 

(1)  All  surface  warfare  officers  responding  to  the  survey 
were  career  oriented  (in  either  military  or  civilian 
sectors) . 

(2)  The  best  assessment  of  the  inpact  of  family  oriented 
issues  is  by  officer  respondents. 

(3)  The  respondent's  answer  to  the  career  intent  and  the 
career  satisfaction  portions  of  the  questionnaire 
accurately  represent  the  officer’s  true  inclinations 
and  feelings . 

B .  SAMPLE 

This  study  analyzes  data  from  a  survey  of  the  surface 
warfare  officer  community.  The  questionnaire  was  initiated 
by  Navy  Personnel  Research  and  Development  Center  (NPRDC)  in 
the  summer  of  1981.  Its  purpose  was  to  determine  factor  in 
the  Navy's  career  management  system  that  affect  officer 
career  decision-making  and  action  (see  the  Appendix)  . 

The  questionnaire  was  designed  to  survey  approximately 
8,000  surface  warfare  officers  from  Ensign  to  Commander 
(year  groups  1961-1980)  .  The  questionnaire  itself  was 
divided  under  the  following  headings: 


(1)  Background  information 

(2)  Professional  Qualifications 

(3)  Present  Assignment  Experience 

(4)  Assignment  Process 

(5)  Decision  Process 

(6)  Career  Management 

(7)  Career  Attitudes 

(8)  Education,  Training,  and  Professional  Development 

(9)  Supplemental  Questions 

In  addition,  a  final  section  to  allow  the  respondent  the 
opportunity  to  make  narrative  comments  was  also  provided. 
However,  this  narrative  information  was  not  stored  in  the 
data  base  and  is  therefore  unavailable.  The  questionnaire 
is  contained  in  the  appendix. 

Table  IX  shows  the  total  sample  population  by  rank. 

This  distribution  reflects  a  response  rate  of  36  percent. 

C.  SCREENING  MEMBERS  OF  SAMPLE 

In  order  to  conform  with  the  specific  focus  of  the 
study,  the  total  sample  population  of  2859  cases  (see 
Table  IX)  was  screened  by  first  limiting  the  usable  cases 
to  those  married  respondents.  Survey  question  1.2  was 
used  to  make  this  initial  cut  (see  the  appendix)  .  The 
results  are  shown  in  Table  X. 

The  sample  was  further  screened  by  determining  the 
nature  of  the  spouse's  employment.  Question  item  V.18 
was  structured  as  follows; 
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How  is  your  spouse  primarily  employed  (Choose  best  response) 
(  )  1.  Full-time  homemaker  (  )  7.  Consultant 

{  )  2.  Secretary/Clerical  (  )  8.  Business/Finance 

(  )  3.  Teacher  (  )  9.  Navy  Officer 

(  )  4.  Nurse  (  )  10.  Navy  enlisted 

{  )  5.  Engineer  (  )  11.  Other  military 

{  )  6.  Other  professional  (  )  12.  Other  - 

If  a  respondent  indicated  that  the  spouse  was  primarily 
employed  in  categories  (1)  through  (8)  then  the  case  was 

TABLE  IX 

NPRDC  SURFACE  WARFARE  OFFICER  SAMPLE  POPULATION 


RANK 

N 

Commander 

850 

Lieutenant  Commander 

792 

Lieutenant 

639 

Lieutenant  (j.g.) 

440 

Ensign 

138 

Total 

2859 

TABLE  X 

MARRIED  SURFACE  WARFARE  OFFICER  POPULATION 

Percent  of  Total 

Number  Married  Sample  Population 


included  in  the  sample  to  be  studied.  Responses  (9)  through 
(12)  were  excluded.  While  two-officer  families  are  inter¬ 
esting  in  their  own  right,  their  relationships  are  in  a 
dimension  apart  from  the  dual-career  family  with  only  one 
member  in  the  service. 

Table  XI  displays  the  resultant  sample  frequency  after 
both  screens  have  been  applied. 

As  presented,  the  sample  to  be  studied  comprises  1927 
separate  cases,  representing  67  percent  of  the  sample.  Due 
to  the  size  of  this  sample,  the  underlying  distribution  is 
assumed  to  be  normal. 

D.  LIST  OF  VARIABLES 

Each  variable  selected  for  the  study  was  designed  to 
measure  one  of  the  following  general  constructs: 

CONSTRUCT  VARIABLE 

(1)  Household  career  status  Spouse  employment 

Job  importance 

(2)  Family  responsibility  Number  of  children 

(3)  Grade  Rank 

(4)  Type  duty 

(5)  Family  disruptions 


Assignment 

Disruptions  in  spouse's 
schooling 


TABLE  XI 


SAMPLE  POPULATION  BY  GRADE  AFTER  SCREENS  APPLIED 

Percent  of  Total 


Grade 

N 

Sample  Population 

Ensign 

29 

21.0 

Lieutenant 

(j.g-) 

116 

26,0 

Lieutenant 

478 

75.0 

Lieutenant 

Commander 

710 

89.0 

Commander 

594 

70.0 

Total 

1927 

67.0 

(6)  Career  intent  Career  intent 

(7)  Career  satisfaction  Impact  of  career  change 

Career  enjoyment 
Career  pride 
Occupation  satisfaction 

(8)  Family  decision  process  Discussion  lead  time 

Spouse  involvement  in 
career 

An  indexing  scheme  was  devised  and  applied  were  feasible 
This  indexing  approach  was  directly  relevant  to  the 
constructs: 

(1)  Household  career  status; 

(2)  Family  decision  process; 

(3)  Career  satisfaction; 

(4)  Family  disruptions 


The  four  indexes  were  formed  by  collapsing  variables 
significantly  correlated  at  the  .05  level  into  single 
measures.  Each  construct,  including  indexing  strategy 
where  applicable  will  now  be  discussed  in  depth. 

1.  Household  Career  Status 

In  this  study,  household  career  status  is  defined 
as  either  single-career  family  or  dual-career  family.  An 
indexing  strategy  was  employed  to  formulate  the  dual- career 
portion  of  this  construct.  The  index  involved  two  questions 
on  the  survey  questionnaire,  item  V.18  (Spouse  employment) 
and  item  V.20  (Job  importance)  (See  the  appendix). 

In  order  to  be  classified  as  a  dual-career  family 
the  following  criteria  were  applied. 

(1)  The  respondent  indicated  that  the  spouse  was 
employed  as  an  engineer,  professional,  consultant, 
or  in  business/ finance.  Responses  5  through  8 
inclusive  on  Spouse  employment.) 

(2)  The  respondent  indicated  that  he  did  not  consider 
his  career  significantly  more  important  than  that 
of  his  spouse.  (Responses  1  through  4  inclusive  on 
Job  importance . ) 

Table  XII  gives  the  correlation  matrix  for  the  variables 
involved  (Spouse  employment  and  Job  importance) .  As  a 
result  of  this  indexing  strategy,  106  cases  qualified  for 
dual-career  classification. 

TABLE  XII 

DUAL-CAREER  INDEX  CORRELATION  MATRIX 

Job  Importance 

Spouse  Employment  .59474* 

*Correlation  coefficient  is  significant  at  the  .05  level. 


It  should  be  noted  that  attempts  to  apply  more 
stringent  requirements  for  dual-career  classification 
resulted  in  sample  sizes  that  were  too  small  to  allow  for 
confident  data  analysis. 

If  a  respondent  indicated  that  his/her  spouse  was 
a  full-time  homemaker,  secretary/clerical,  a  teacher  or  a 
nurse  (items  1  through  4) ,  then  the  family  was  considered 
single-career.  No  indexing  scheme  was  applied  to  this 
variable.  This  grouping  resulted  in  1608  cases  and  repre¬ 
sents  83  percent  of  the  original  sample  size. 

This  approach  captures  the  executive  aspect  of  the 
true  dual-career  situation.  It  is  not  intended  to  slight 
or  lessen  the  degree  of  commitment  or  dedication  of  any  of 
the  vocations  grouped  in  the  single-career  status,  but 
rather,  makes  the  assumption  that  those  jobs  have  a  certain 
aspect  of  mobility  not  shared  by  the  dual-career  grouping. 

Furthermore,  because  in  dual-career  families  (a) 
both  spouses  earn  nearly  equal  incomes  and  (b)  the  women 
may  avoid  traditional  women's  work,  jobs  that  are  portable 
(nurses,  teachers)  involve  less  pursuit  of  top  organiza¬ 
tional  success. 

2.  Family  Resoonsibilitv 


The  number  of  dependents  in  a  household  has  a  direct 


effect  on  the  degree  of  family  responsibility.  Specifically, 
the  more  the  dependents  the  greater  the  degree  of  responsi¬ 
bility  [Ref.  3:  p.  67]. 


Dependents  were  equated  to  the  number  of  children 
living  in  the  household.  Item  1.6  (number  of  children)  from 
the  questionnaire  was  utilized  (see  the  appendix) .  The  mean 
niimber  of  children  for  the  entire  sample  population  was  1.23, 
and  96.5  percent  of  the  households  had  three  or  less  children. 
As  a  result,  families  who  indicated  that  there  were  anywhere 
from  1  to  3  children  in  their  household  were  grouped  as  having 
significant  family  responsibilities.  This  resulted  in  1589 
cases . 

Families  with  no  children  were  considered  to  have  no 
significant  fcimily  responsibilities.  Those  cases  numbered 
1171. 

3 .  Grade 

Table  XIII  summarizes  the  promotion  flow  points  that 
a  typical  surface  warfare  officer  can  anticipate. 

Due  to  the  fact  that  this  study  is  interested  in, 
among  other  things,  ascertaining  whether  junior  and  senior 
officers  react  differently  to  the  pressure  of  a  dual-career 
lifestyle,  the  Scunple  was  broken  down  into  the  following  two 
categories. 

(1)  Junior  officer  (01-03) . 

(2)  Senior  officer  (04-05) . 

This  grouping  strategy  resulted  in  cell  sizes  of 
623  and  1304  respectively. 


In  order  to  capture  any  effects  that  type  of  duty 
may  contribute,  survey  question  III.l  (Type  duty  currently 
assigned)  was  employed  (see  the  appendix) .  The  general 
categories  are  sea-duty  and  shore-duty  and  the  respective 
cell  sizes  are  977  and  943. 

5 .  Family  Disruptions 

The  survey  did  not  address  the  question  of  family 
disruptions  specifically.  However,  question  V.22  concerning 
the  impact  of  PCS  (permanent  change  of  station)  moves  was 
determined  to  be  an  adequate  proxy  (see  the  appendix) .  In 
this  case,  two  aspects  of  the  question  were  considered: 

(1)  Disruptions  in  spouse's  employment  (PCSMOVEl) . 

(2)  Disruptions  in  family  schooling  (PCSM0VE2) . 

These  two  responses  were  combined  to  form  an  index 
on  the  basis  of  the  correlation  matrix  given  in  Table  XIV. 

TABLE  XIV 

FAMILY  DISRUPTION  INDEX  CORRELATION  MATRIX 

Disruptions  in  family  schooling 
Disruptions  in  .509* 

Spouse  employment 

*Correlation  coefficient  is  significant  at  the  .05  level. 

If  the  officer  respondent  had  a  response  of  2  or  less 
on  both  PCSMOVEl  and  PCSMOVE2  they  were  included  in  the  cate¬ 
gory.  This  grouping  strategy  resulted  in  a  cell  size  of  85 
and  represents  about  4.5  percent  of  the  total  population  of 


concern. 


If  the  above  criteria  were  not  met,  the  family  was 
considered  not  to  have  significant  disruptions.  There  were 


1589  such  cases. 

6 .  Career  Intent 

The  relative  strength  of  career  intent  of  the  sample 
population  was  taken  directly  from  item  VII. 1  on  the  ques¬ 
tionnaire  {see  the  appendix) .  Unfortunately,  the  question 
provides  no  insights  regarding  the  respondents  intentions 
of  remaining  past  the  minimum  length  of  service  in  order  to 
be  eligible  for  retirement.  Furthermore,  the  item  does  not 
measure  actual  behavior,  only  intent.  The  ramifications  of 
this  fact  will  be  probed  in  greater  depth  in  the  analysis 
section  of  this  study. 

7 .  Career  Satisfaction 

This  study  employs  a  number  of  variables  from  the 
NPRDC  questionnaire  in  constructing  a  career  satisfaction 
index.  Sections  VIII. 2  and  IX. 36  of  the  questionnaire 
provide  the  relevant  study  measures  (see  the  appendix) . 

These  measures  are  weighted  on  a  seven  point  scale,  from 
(1)  strongly  agree,  to  (7)  strongly  disagree.  All  of  the 
variables  are  concerned  with  some  measure  of  either  career 
or  occupational  satisfaction.  They  are  defined  as  follows: 

(A)  CARSATl  -  I  would  be  very  dissatisfied  if  I  had  to 
change  my  career. 

(B)  CARSAT3  -  I  thoroughly  enjoy  my  career. 

(c)  CARSAT4  -  I  take  great  pride  in  my  career. 

(D)  OCCSATl  -  I  am  very  satisfied  with  my  occupation. 


Table  XV  is  the  correlation  matrix  for  the  variables 


■ 

involved  in  the  index. 
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TABLE  XV 

CAREER  SATISFACTION  INDEX  CORRELATION  MATRIX 


CARSATl 

CARSAT3 

CARS AT 4 

OCCSATl 

CARSATl 

1.00* 

.539* 

.444* 

.529* 

CARS AT 3 

.539* 

1.00* 

.648* 

.709* 

CARSAT4 

.444 

.648* 

1.00* 

.525* 

OCCSATl 

.529* 

.709* 

.525* 

1.00* 

♦Correlation  coefficient  is  significant  at  the  .05  level. 

8 .  Family  Decision  Process 

Often  conflicts  arise  when  a  crucial  decision  must 
be  made.  How  partners  approach  a  decision  generaly  deter¬ 
mines  their  success  in  finding  a  satisfactory  resolution. 

The  process  people  use  to  arrive  at  decisions 
depends  on: 

(1)  Whether  they  agree  about  the  goal  they  are  trying  to 
accomplish; 

(2)  Whether  they  agree  about  how  to  achieve  that  goal; 

(3)  Whether  they  assume  a  cooperative  or  a  competitive 
attitude  toward  working  on  problems. 


In  order  to  identify  couples  who  seemed  to  exhibit 
cooperative  qualities,  an  indexing  strategy  was  again 
employed.  This  index  involved  combining  questions  V.l.d  and 
V.25  (see  the  appendix).  The  variables  involved  are  defined 
as  follows; 
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(A)  DPPLAN4  -  Lead  time  involved  in  discussing  career 
decisions  with  family. 

(B)  SPINVCAR  -  Spouse  involvement  when  making  major 
career  decisions. 

In  the  first  instance,  if  the  officer  indicated  that 
he/she  began  discussing  possible  assignments  at  least  14 
months  prior  to  rotation  (response  1  through  3  inclusive) , 
the  case  was  included. 

In  the  second  instance,  if  the  respondent  said  that 
he/she  involved  the  spouse  when  making  major  career  decisions 
(responses  1  through  4  inclusive) ,  the  observation  was 
included. 

Table  XVI  depicts  the  family  decision  correlation 
matrix.  This  grouping  strategy  resulted  in  999  usable  cases. 

TABLE  XVI 

FAMILY  DECISION  PROCESS  CORRELATION  MATRIX 

DPPLAN4  SPINVCAR 

DIPPLAN4  1.00*  .335* 

SPINVCAR  .335*  1.00* 

*Correlation  coefficient  is  significant  at  the  .05  level. 

The  formulation  of  an  index  to  group  families  who  do 
not  meOce  major  decisions  a  family  process  employed  the  seime 
variables  as  above.  In  this  case,  if  the  respondent  indica¬ 
ted  that  his  response  to  DPPLAN4  was  4  or  greater  and  his 
response  to  SPINVCAR  was  5  or  more,  then  the  case  fell  into 


the  individual  decision  grouping.  This  resulted  in  a  cell 
size  of  928. 

E.  METHOD  OF  ANALYSIS 

All  data  analysis  was  accomplished  using  the  Statistical 
Analysis  System,  (SAS) .  The  particular  procedures  employed 
were  as  follows: 

(1)  T-TEST. 

(2)  Analysis  of  Variance  using  the  General  Linear 
Model  (GLM) 

The  necessity  to  use  the  GLM  procedure  in  the  case  of 
Analysis  of  Variance  (ANOVA)  is  dictated  by  the  fact  that 
the  various  data  sets  were  not  of  equal  cell  sizes.  Through 
the  concept  of  estimability ,  GLM  can  provide  tests  of  hypo¬ 
theses  for  the  effects  of  a  linear  model  regardless  of  the 
number  of  missing  cells  or  the  extent  of  confounding.  Simple 
ANOVA  utilized  with  unbalanced  data  may  lead  to  erroneous 
results  [Ref.  21:  p.  144]. 

The  framework  on  which  the  analytical  techniques  are 
based  has  as  its  foundation  the  systems  approach.  The  input, 
output,  and  process  variables  form  an  intricate  web  of  inter¬ 
action  and  dependence.  The  application  of  statistical  methods 
offers  a  means  by  which  this  complicated  data  can  be  under¬ 
stood. 

Table  XVII  illustrates  the  basic  systems  model  as  it 


applies  to  this  study. 


TABLE  XVII 


INPUT  - 

Dual-Career 

Family 


Single-Career 

Family 


THE  SYSTEMS  APPROACH 

PROCESS - -t-OUTPUT 

Family  Decision  Career  Intent 

Family  Responsibility  Career 

Satisfaction 

Type  Duty 
Grade 

Family  Disruptions 
Career  needs 


Tables  XVIII  through  XXIII  summarize  the  statistical 
technique  employed,  the  dependent  variables,  the  independent 
variables,  and  the  test  statistic  used  for  each  hypothesis 
tested. 


TABLE  XVIII 

HYPOTHESIS  1;  ANALYSIS  METHODOLOGY  SUMMARY 
Dual-career  households  will  exhibit  lower  degrees  of 
career  intent  and  career  satisfaction  than  single-career 
households . 

TECHNIQUE  DEP  VAR  INDEP  VAR  TEST  STAT 

T-Test  Career  intent  Household  career  T 

Career  satisfaction  status 


TABLE  XIX 


HYPOTHESIS  2;  ANALYSIS  METHODOLOGY  SUMMARY 
Households  that  employ  the  family  decision  process  will 
exhibit  a  higher  degree  of  career  intent  and  career  satis¬ 
faction  than  families  who  do  not  employ  it. 

TECHNIQUE  DEP  VAR  INDEP  VAR  TEST  STAT 

T-Test  Career  intent  Family  decision  T 

Career  Satisfaction  process 

TABLE  XX 

HYPOTHESIS  3:  ANALYSIS  METHODOLOGY  SUMMARY 
Career  intent  and  career  satisfaction  in  dual-career 
households  will  vary  by  grade,  with  junior  officers  (01-03) 
displaying  lower  degrees  of  career  satisfaction  and  being 
less  career  oriented  than  their  senior  officer  (04-05) 
counterparts . 

TECHNIQUE  DEP  VAR  INDEP  VAR  TEST  STAT 

ANOVA  (GLM)  Career  intent  Grade  F 

Career  satisfaction  Household 


Career  status 


TABLE  XXI 


HYPOTHESIS  4:  ANALYSIS  METHODOLOGY  SUMMARY 
Career  intent  and  career  satisfaction  in  two-career 
families  will  vary  by  type  duty,  with  officers  on  sea-duty 
scoring  less  on  both  measures  than  officers  on  shore-duty. 
TECHNIQUE  DEP  VAR  INDEP  VAR  TEST  STAT 

ANOVA  (GLM)  Career  intent  Type  duty  F 

Career  satisfaction  Household 

Career  status 


TABLE  XXII 

HYPOTHESIS  5:  ANALYSIS  METHODOLOGY  SUMMARY 
Career  intent  and  career  satisfaction  will  vary  in 
dual-career  households  dependent  on  the  type  of  decision 
process  employed  by  the  family.  Specifically,  families 
who  use  a  family  decision  process  will  be  more  satisfied 
with  their  careers  and  will  display  greater  career  intent 
than  those  families  who  do  not. 

TECHNIQUE  DEP  VAR  INDEP  VAR  TEST  STAT 

ANOVA  (GLM)  Career  intent  Family  decision  F 

Career  satisfaction  process 

Household  career  status 


TABLE  XXIII 


HYPOTHESIS  6:  ANALYSIS  METHODOLOGY  SUMMARY 

Career  intent  and  career  satisfaction  for  dual-career 
households  will  vary  across  (a)  FAMILY  RESPONSIBILITY,  with 
no  children  families  scoring  higher  on  both  measures  than 
families  with  children;  (b)  FAMILY  DISRUPTIONS,  with 
families  experiencing  significant  levels  of  disruption 
exhibiting  lower  degrees  of  career  satisfaction  and  less 
career  intent  than  families  who  do  not  experience  disruptions. 
TECHNIQUE  DEP  VAR  INDEP  VAR  TEST  STAT 

ANOVA  (GLM)  Career  intent  Family  F 

Career  satisfaction  responsibility 

Family  disruptions 


The  next  section  of  this  study  will  present  the  findings 
obtained  from  the  hypothesis  tests  described. 
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In  addition  to  presenting  the  results  of  the  hypothesis 
tests,  this  chapter  highlights  some  general  characteristics 
of  the  sample. 

A,  SAMPLE  CHARACTERISTICS 

Tcible  XXIV  displays  sample  characteristics  by  marital 
status  and  dependent  status  by  rank,  commissioning  source, 
and  present  tour. 

B.  ANALYSIS  RESULTS 

1.  HYPOTHESIS  1  -  Household  Career  Status 

In  this  case  officer  scores  on  career  intent  and 
career  satisfaction  constructs  were  measured  against  house¬ 
hold  career  status.  The  T-Test  procedure  was  employed  under 
the  assumption  that  the  variables  are  normally  and  indepen¬ 
dently  distributed  within  each  group.  This  assumption  is 
justified  by  the  size  of  the  sample.  The  procedure  computes 
a  T-statistic  for  testing  the  null  hypothesis  that  the  means 
of  the  dual-career  and  single-career  groups  are  equal.  Table 
XXV  displays  the  results  for  this  hypothesis  test. 

As  shown  by  Table  XXV,  while  respondents  in  dual¬ 


career  environments  scored  lower  with  regard  to  career  intent 
the  difference  in  the  mean  scores  between  the  two  groups  is 
not  statistically  significant  at  the  .05  level.  As  a  result. 


TABLE  XXIV 


GENERAL  SAMPLE  CHARACTERISTICS 

Married  Married 


Single 

No 

Children 

w/Children 

Other"^ 

Total 

RANK 

N 

(%) 

N 

(%) 

N 

(%) 

N 

(%) 

N 

(%) 

ENS 

92 

(66.6) 

28 

(20.0) 

11 

(8.0) 

7 

(5.0) 

138 

(4.8) 

LTJG 

224 

(50.9) 

131 

(29.8) 

73 

(2.7) 

12 

(2.7) 

440 

(15.4) 

LT 

174 

(27.2) 

198 

(31.0) 

248 

(38.8) 

19 

(3.0) 

639 

(22.4) 

LCDR 

75 

(9.5) 

157 

(19.8) 

531 

(67.0) 

29 

(3.7) 

792 

(27.7) 

CDR 

37 

(4.4) 

66 

(7.8) 

724 

(85.2) 

23 

(2.7) 

850 

(29.7) 

TOTAL 

602 

(21) 

580 

(20) 

1587 

(55.5) 

90 

(3) 

2859 

(100) 

ooMynssioN 

SOURCE 

USMA 

162 

(19.4) 

202 

(24.2) 

452 

(54.2) 

18 

(2.2) 

804 

(29.2) 

NPDTC 

193 

(26.4) 

187 

(25.4) 

338 

(46.2) 

14 

(1.9) 

731 

(25.6) 

OCS 

222 

(24.0) 

148 

(16.0) 

517 

(55.3) 

39 

(4.2) 

926 

(32.4) 

NESEP 

13 

(5.2) 

31 

(12.4) 

191 

(76.4) 

15 

(6.0) 

250 

(8.7) 

OTHER 

12 

(10.1) 

13 

(11.0) 

89 

(75.4) 

4 

(4.0) 

118 

(4.1) 

TOTAL 

602 

(21) 

580 

(20) 

1587 

(55.5) 

00 

(3) 

2859 

(100) 

PRESENT  TOUR 

Sea 

439 

(27.6) 

345 

(21.7) 

753 

(47.3) 

55 

(3.5) 

1592 

(55.7) 

Shore 

163 

(12.9) 

235 

(13.5) 

334 

(65.3) 

35 

(2.7) 

1267 

(44.3) 

TOTAL 

602 

(21) 

580 

(20) 

1587 

(55.5) 

90 

(3) 

2859 

(100) 

the  alternative  hypothesis  of  unequal  means  cannot  be 
supported . 

However,  in  the  case  of  career  satisfaction,  the 
dual-career  group  does  score  significantly  lower  at  the  .05 
level  than  the  single-career  group,  and  therefore  the  null 
hypothesis  of  equal  means  is  rejected. 


Table  XXVI  displays  the  mean  response  on  the  career 


intent  and  career  satisfaction  portions  of  the  survey  for 
the  entire  sample,  and  the  independent  variables  dual-career 
and  single  career. 


TABLE  XXV 

RESULTS  FOR  HOUSEHOLD  CAREER  STATUS  MEANS  TEST 


Dependent 

Variable 

Independent 

Variable 

N 

Mean 

STD 

Test 
Stat  (T) 

Career 

Dual-career 

106 

3.132 

2.461 

Intent 

Single- career 

1608 

2. 70  4 

2.226 

1.799 

Career 

Dual-career 

106 

4.199 

1.311 

Satisfaction 

Single- career 

1608 

5.161 

1.335 

2.570* 

♦significant  difference  at  .05  level. 

TABLE  XXVI 

CAREER  INTENT  AND  CAREER 

SATISFACTION 

MEAN  SCORES 

Dependent 

Variable 

Entire 

Sample 

Dual- 

Career 

Single 

Career 

Career  Intent* 

2.918 

3.132 

2.70  4 

Career  Satisfaction  5.182 

4.199 

5.111 

*Scale  is  from  1  to  8  with  1  indicating  virtual  certainty 
of  remaining  on  active  duty. 


As  the  table  indicates,  dual-career  couples  score 
lower  than  the  general  population  mean  on  both  career  intent 
and  career  satisfaction,  while  single-career  couples  approach 
the  population  mean  on  both  measures. 
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2.  HYPOTHESIS  2  -  Family  Decision  Process 


For  the  test  on  hypothesis  2,  the  dependent  varia¬ 
bles  of  interest  are  once  again  career  intent  and  career 
satisfaction.  The  null  hypothesis  to  be  tested  is  that  the 
means  of  the  two  groups  (Family  decision  group  and  Individual 
decision  group)  will  not  vary  with  respect  to  the  dependent 
variables.  The  alternative  hypothesis  is  that  the  respective 
means  will  be  statistically  different.  The  test  was  conducted 
at  the  .05  level  of  significance.  Table  XXVII  summarizes  the 
test  results. 


TABLE  XVII 

RESULTS  FOR  FAMILY  DECISION  MEANS  TEST 


Dependent 

Variable 

Independent 

Variable 

N 

Mean 

STD 

DEV 

Test 
Stat  (T) 

Career 

Intent 

Family 

Decision 

999 

2.314 

1.959 

4.408* 

Indi vidual 
Decision 

850 

2.787 

2.326 

Career 

Satisfaction 

Family 

Decision 

999 

5.380 

1.252 

.139 

Individual 

Decision 

♦Significant 

difference  at 

.05 

level. 

In  this  instance,  the  difference  in  means  with  regard 
to  career  intent  is  statistically  significant.  The  null  hypo¬ 
thesis  is  therefore  rejected  and  the  alternative  hypothesis  of 
different  means  is  supported  by  the  evidence.  Respondents 


using  the  family  decision  process  indicate  stronger  career 
intent  than  respondents  who  do  not. 

The  difference  in  means  across  the  dependent  variable 
career  satisfaction  was  not  statistically  significant  at  the 
.05  level.  Consequently,  the  null  hypothesis  of  equal  means 
cannot  be  rejected. 

Table  XXVIII  shows  the  mean  response  for  the  entire 
sample  and  each  independent  variable. 

As  the  table  indicates,  dual-careerists  who  use  a 
family  decision  model  score  the  higher  than  the  sample  popu¬ 
lation  with  regard  to  career  intent,  but  lower  with  regard 
to  career  satisfaction. 


TABLE  XXVIII 


CAREER  INTENT  AND  CAREER  SATISFACTION  MEAN  SCORES 


BY 

FAMILY  DECISION 

PROCESS 

Dependent 

Entire 

Dual- 

Single 

Variable 

Sample 

Career 

Career 

Career  Intent* 

2.918 

2.314 

2.787 

Career  Satisfaction 

5.182 

4.199 

5.111 

*Scale  is  from  1  to  8 ,  with  1  indicating  virtual  certainty 
of  remaining  on  active  duty. 

3 .  HYPOTHESIS  3  -  Grade  and  Household  Career  Status 
The  intent  of  this  hypothesis  is  to  determine  if 
career  intent  and  career  satisfaction  in  dual-career  house¬ 
holds  are  effected  by  officer  grade.  The  underlying  belief 
is  that  senior  officers  (0-4  and  above)  are  less  likely  to 
be  adversely  effected  by  dual  career  status  for  two  primary 


reasons; 


*  •  w  -  * 


(1)  Experience.  Senior  officers  are  better  able  to  adapt 
and  adjust  their  lifestyles  to  any  household  career 
situation  - 

(2)  The  nearness  of  retirement.  The  years  invested  in  a 
naval  career  represent  an  expensive  opportunity  cost, 
especially  with  regard  to  career  intent. 

The  null  hypothesis  is  that  the  mean  scores  across 
career  intent  and  career  satisfaction  will  not  vary  as  a 
result  of  grade  and  household  career  status. 

The  methodology  employed  here  is  analysis  of  variance 
(AI'JOVA)  using  the  General  Linear  Model  (GLM)  . 

The  results  of  this  analysis  are  summarized  in  Table 
XXIX.  The  table  relates  the  interactions  and  effects  for 
each  dependent  variable.  The  presence  of  statistically 
significant  interaction  means  that  the  effects  of  one  factor 
depend  substantially  on  the  level  of  the  other  factor.  In 
this  case,  the  factors  involved  are  household  career  status 
and  grade.  The  procedure  was  performed  at  the  .05  level  of 
significance  .■* 

Table  XXX  displays  the  deviation  from  the  grand  mean 
for  each  combination  of  independent  variables. 

As  Teible  XXIX  shows,  statistically  significant  effects 
were  found  for  junior  officer  dual-careerists,  junior  officer 
single-careerists  and  senior  officer  single-careerists  for 
the  dependent  variable  career  intent.  The  only  statistically 
significant  effect  for  the  career  satisfaction  portion  of  the 
test  was  found  for  senior  officer  dual-careerists.  The  null 
hypothesis  is  therefore  rejected  and  the  alternative  hypothesis 
of  significant  interaction  effects  is  accepted. 
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TABLE  XXIX 

ANOVA 

(GLM)  BY 

HOUSEHOLD  CAREER 

STATUS  AND  GRADE 

— - 

DEPENDENT 

VARIABLE :  CAREER  INTENT 

(F-STATISTIC) 

N  =  1608 

R-SQUARE  = 

.8700 

Dual-career 

Single- career 

• 

Junior 

Officer 

2.05* 

3.38* 

■;  - 

Senior 

Officer 

1.17 

2.38* 

- 

DEPENDENT 

VARIABLE:  CAREER 

SATISFACTION 

(F-STATISTIC) 

i,  ^ 

N  =  1608 

R-SQUARE  = 

.  8700 

Dual-career 

Single-career 

Junior 

Officer 

1.66 

1.22 

[■ 

Senior 

2.80 

1.62 

*Significant 

at 

the  .05  level 

TABLE  XXX 


DEVIATIONS  FROM  THE  GRAND  MEAN  IN  HYPOTHESIS  TEST  3 


N  == 

1608 

GRAND  MEAN  = 

2.41 

R- SQUARE  =  .87 

Dep 

Var 

Indep  Var 

Mean 

Devi ations 

Career  Intent 

Dual-career 

Junior  Officer 

2.278 

(.132) 

Dual-career 

Senior  Officer 

2.207 

( .203) 

Single- career 

Junior  Officer 

2.015 

(.395) 

Single-career 

Senior  Officer 

3.140 

-(-730) 

N  =  1608 

GRAND  MEAN  = 

5.390 

R-SQUARE  =  .87 

Dep  Var 

Indep  Var 

Mean 

Deviations 

Career 

Satisfaction 

Dual-career 

Junior  Officer 

5.479 

-(.089) 

Dual-career 

Senior  Officer 

5.529 

-(.139) 

Single-career 

Junior  Officer 

5.095 

( .295) 

Single-career 
Senior  Officer 


5.495 


-(.069) 


The  R-Square  in  both  cases  was  .8700,  indicating 


that  this  combination  of  independent  variables  account  for 
87  percent  of  the  variance  in  the  dependent  variable. 

4.  HYPOTHESIS  TEST  4  -  Type  Duty 

The  degree  to  which  the  sharing  of  family  responsi¬ 
bilities  takes  place  in  dual-career  families  has  a  great 
bearing  on  the  success  that  relationship  will  enjoy. 
Obviously,  the  presence  of  both  partners  is  necessary  for 
that  sharing  to  occur.  An  obstacle  confronted  by  the  surface 
warfare  dual-career  family  is  frequent  and  prolonged  absences 
of  the  service  member.  As  a  result,  the  basis  for  testing 
hypothesis  4  rests  with  the  type  of  duty  to  which  the  service 
member  is  assigned  (i.e.  shore-duty  or  sea-duty). 

The  null  hypothesis  is  that  there  are  no  interaction 
effects  for  any  of  the  independent  variables. 

The  ANOVA  (GLM)  procedure  was  used  to  derive  an 
F-statistic  for  each  effect. 

Table  XXXI  displays  the  results  for  this  test. 

Table  XXXII  illustrates  the  differences  from  the 
grand  mean  for  each  interaction  effect. 

As  the  tcible  illustrates,  the  null  hypothesis  of  no 
interaction  effect  cannot  be  rejected  in  all  but  two  cases: 

(1)  Shore  duty  single-careerists  for  the  dependent 
variable  career  intent. 

(2)  Sea  duty  dual-careerists  for  the  dependent  variable 
career  satisfaction. 
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TABLE  XXXI 


ANOVA  (GLM)  BY  HOUSEHOLD  CAREER  STATUS  AND  TYPE  DUTY 
DEPENDENT  VARIABLE:  CAREER  INTENT 


N  =  1608 

(F-STATISTIC) 

R- SQUARE  = 

.74 

Dual-career 

Single-career 

Sea- duty 

.690 

1.02 

Shore-duty 

.730 

3.30* 

DEPENDENT 

VARIABLE:  CAREER 

SATISFACTION 

N  =  160  8 

(F-STATISTIC) 

R-SQUARE  = 

.75 

Dual-career 

Single-career 

Sea-duty 

2.55* 

.980 

Shore-duty 

1.53 

1.17 

*Signif leant  at  the  .05  level. 


TABLE  XXXII 


DEVIATIONS 
N  =  1608 

Dep  Var 
Career  Intent 


N  =  1608 

Dep  Var 

Career 

Satisfaction 


FROM  THE  GRAND  MEAN  IN  HYPOTHESIS  TEST  4 
GRAND  MEAN  =  2.370  R-SQUARE  =  .7416 


Indep  Var 

Mean 

Deviations 

Dual-career 

2.849 

-(.47) 

Sea-Duty 

Dual-career 

2.137 

(  .23) 

Shore-Duty 

Single- career 

Sea-Duty 

2.240 

(.13) 

Single-career 

Shore-Duty 

2.255 

(.12) 

GRAND  MEAN  =5.54 

R- 

•SQUARE  =.7545 

Indep  Var 

Mean 

Deviations 

Dual-career 

4.959 

(.58) 

Sea-Duty 

Dual-career 

5.75 

-(.21) 

Shore- Duty 

Single-career 

Sea-Duty 

5.749 

-(.20) 

Single-Career 

Shore-Duty 


5.715 


-(.18) 


This  hypothesis  addresses  the  method  by  which  families 
make  decisions,  but  from  the  perspective  that  interaction  and 


the  sharing  of  responsibilities  not  only  applies  to  domestic 
tasks,  but  also  to  career  planning  and  execution.  The  null 
hypothesis  states  that  family  decision  making  will  have  no 
effect  on  career  intent  and  career  satisfaction  in  dual-career 
households  . 

The  ANOVA  (GLM)  procedure  was  used  and  the  test  was 
performed  with  an  alpha  =  .05. 

Table  XXXIII  relates  the  findings  associated  with 
this  test. 

Table  XXXIV  shows  the  deviations  from  the  grand  mean 
for  the  independent  variables  involved. 

The  only  statistically  significant  effects  found 
occurred  for  the  dependent  variable  career  intent.  As  is 
shown,  dual-career  individual  decision  families  and  single¬ 
career  individual  decision  families  displayed  statistically 
significant  effects.  In  both  cases,  the  mean  score  for 
career  intent  was  lower  than  the  grand  mean.  Therefore,  the 
null  hypothesis  of  no  interaction  effect  as  a  result  of 
family  decision  process  is  rejected  in  both  of  these  cases. 

6 .  HYPOTHESIS  6  -  Family  Responsibility  and  Family 

Disruption 

The  raising  of  children,  and  frequent  household  moves 
pressure  any  family  regardless  of  household  career  status. 

The  test,  in  terms  of  the  null  hypothesis,  is  no  interaction 


effects  as  a  result  of  family  responsbility  and  family 
disruption. 

The  presence  of  children  in  a  household,  are  assumed 
to  place  a  burden  on  the  life-style  of  a  dual-career  house¬ 
hold.  The  two-career  couple  must  not  only  adjust  their 
individual  schedules  to  allow  for  the  sharing  of  responsi¬ 
bilities,  but  they  are  also  not  able  to  spend  as  much  time 
together  as  a  family.  If  an  officer  husband  is  deployed  or 
absent  from  the  home  the  problem  is  worse. 

The  Navy  requires  that  officers  rotate  every  18-36 
months.  Often  this  involves  geographic  relocations.  The 
dual-career  family  is  affected  on  at  least  two  fronts: 

(1)  Complications  in  spouse  employment. 

(2)  Disruptions  in  schooling  in  cases  if  they  have 
school-age  children. 

The  inability  of  one  spouse  to  transfer  a  career, 
coupled  with  avoidance  of  interrupted  schooling  can  result 
in  an  officer  becoming  a  "geographic  bachelor".  This  volun¬ 
tary  separation  places  strains  on  the  dual-career  family, 
especially  in  sharing  family  responsibilities. 

The  test  was  conducted  at  a  .05  level  of  significance. 
Table  XXXV  displays  the  resulting  F-statistics  for  the 
process  variables. 

The  deviations  from  the  grand  mean  for  each  interaction 
effect  are  summarized  in  Table  XXXVI. 


TABLE  XXXIII 


ANOVA  (GLM)  BY  HOUSEHOLD  CAREER  STATUS  AND  FAMILY  DECISION 

PROCESS 


DEPENDENT  VARIABLE;  CAREER  INTENT 


(F-STATISTIC) 


N  =  1608 


Dual  career 


R-SQUARE  =  .887 
Single-career 


Family 

Decision 


1.23 


.900 


Individual 

Decision 


2.46* 


3.19* 


DEPENDENT  VARIABLE:  CAREER  SATISFACTION 


(F-STATISTIC) 


N  =  1608 


Dual  career 


R-SQUARE  =  .6 
Single-career 


Fami ly 
Decision 


.320 


1.74 


Individual 

Decision 


710 


.860 


*Significant  at  .05  level. 


TABLE  XXXIV 


DEVIATIONS 
N  =  1608 

Dep  Var 
Career  Intent 


N  =  1608 

Dep  Var 

Career 

Satisfaction 


FROM  THE  GRAND  MEAN  IN 
GRAND  MEAN  =  3.342 

Indep  Var 

Dual-career 
Family  Decision 

Dual-Career 
Individual  Decision 

Single-career 
Family  Decision 

Single-career 

GRAND  MEAN  =  5.035 

Indep  Var 

Dual-career 
Family  Decision 

Dual-career 
Individual  Decision 

Single- career 
Individual  Decision 


HYPOTHESIS  TEST  5 

R-SQUARE  =  .887 

Mean  Deviations 
3.472  -(.13) 

3.509  -(.17) 

2.877  (.47) 

3.509  -(.04) 

R-SQUARE  =  .691 

Mean  Deviations 
5.042  -(.007) 

5.033  (.002) 

5.032  (.003) 


TABLE  XXXV 


ANOVA  (GLM)  BY  HOUSEHOLD  CAREER  STATUS, 

FAMILY  RESPONSIBILITY  AND  FAMILY  DISRUPTIONS  (F-STAT) 

Dependent  Variable:  Career  Intent 

N  =  1923  R-SQUARE  =  .7369 

Dual-career  Single-career 

Family  .61  1.62 

Responsibility 

No  Family  .21  1.22 

Responsibility 

Family  1.32  1.62 

Disruptions 

No  Family  1.71  2.38 

Disruptions 

Dependent  Variable;  Career  Satisfaction 

N  =  1923  R-SQUARE  =  .7252 

Dual-career  Single-career 

Family  1.14  1.57 

Responsibility 

No  Family  1,21  .67 

Responsibility 

Family  .72  3.33 

Disruptions 

No  Family  1.25  1.10 

Disruptions 


*Significant  at  .05  level. 


TABLE  XXXVI 


DEVIATIONS  FROM  TEH  GRAND  MEAN  IN  HYPOTHESIS  TEST  6 


N  =  15  89 

GRAND  MEAN  =  2.295 

R-SQUARE  =  .7369 

Dep  Var 

Indep  Var 

Mean 

Deviations 

Career  Intent 

Dual-career 

Family  Resp 

2.176 

(.12) 

Dual-career 

No  Family  Resp 

2.223 

(  .07) 

Dual-career 

Family  Disrup 

2.234 

( .06) 

Dual-career 

No  Family  Disrup 

2.458 

-( .16) 

Single-career 

Family  Resp 

2.674 

-(.38) 

Single-career 

No  Family  Resp 

2.235 

(  .06) 

Single- career 

Family  Disrup 

2.235 

(.06) 

Single-career 

No  Family  Disrup 

2.131 

(.16) 

N  =  1589 

GRAND  MEAN  =  5.162 

R- 

•SQUARE  =  .5715 

Dep  Var 

Indep  Var 

Mean 

Deviations 

Career 

Satisfaction 

Dual-career 

Family  Resp 

4.792 

(.37) 

Dual-career 

No  Family  Resp 

4.985 

(.18) 

Dual-career 

Family  Disrup 

4.783 

(.38) 

Dual-career 

No  Family  Disrup 

4.986 

(.18) 

Single-career 

Fcimily  Resp 

5.411 

-(.25) 

Single-career 

No  Family  Resp 

5.421 

-(.26) 

Single-career 

Family  Disrup 

5.573 

-(.41) 

Single-career 

No  Family  Disrup 

5.394 

-(.23) 

V.  ANALYSIS 


The  results  for  career  intent  and  career  satisfaction 
follow  an  interesting  pattern.  The  findings  show  both 
measures  are  influenced  by  the  interaction  of  household 
career  status,  family  decision  process,  grade  and  type  duty. 

A.  CAREER  INTENT 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  household  career  status, 
in  and  of  itself,  does  not  emerge  as  a  significant  variable 
in  the  study.  However,  this  conclusion  is  tempered  by  the 
nature  of  the  question  involved.  It  requires  that  the 
respondent  make  some  definite  judgement  about  future  events. 
The  tendency  when  answering  this  type  of  question  is  to 
hedge  or,  at  least  psychologically,  not  burn  any  bridges. 

When  combined  with  grade  and  family  decision  process, 
household  career  status  contributes  substantially  in 
explaining  variations  in  career  intent. 

With  respect  to  grade,  a  statistically  significant 
effect  was  found  for  junior  officer  (0-1  to  0-3)  dual-career 
households.  Junior  officers  in  two-career  situations  have 
not  had  the  experience  in  dealing  with  many  of  the  problems 
confronted  when  both  husband  and  wife  work.  Consequently, 
they  score  lower  with  regard  to  career  intent.  This  lack  of 
experience  can  lead  to  frustration.  Early  career  couples 
are  noted  for  not  possessing  problem  solving  skills  and 
being  ill-prepared  to  cope  with  the  dual-career  lifestyle. 


A  surprise  in  the  data  involves  the  statistically 
significant  effect  found  for  single-career  senior  officers. 
Logic  dictates  that  their  scores  on  career  intent  should  be 


the  highest.  However,  a  mean  of  3.140  is  well  below  the 
means  of  the  other  groups .  The  reason  for  this  apparent 
anomaly  is  unclear.  Further  research  to  pinpoint  the  causes 
would  prove  interesting. 

The  greatest  influence  on  surface  warfare  officer  career 
intent  occurred  with  the  introduction  of  the  family  decision 
process.  A  statistically  significant  difference  in  mean 
career  intent  was  found  between  family  decision  process 
groups  and  individual  decision  process  groups,  with  the 
families  employing  a  joint  decision  process  scoring  higher. 

The  reasons  for  this  difference  can  be  explained  on  a 
number  of  different  levels. 

The  setting  of  compatible  goals,  and  the  decisions 
implemented  in  pursuit  of  those  goals  have  as  underpinnings 
frequent  and  sustained  interaction  on  the  part  of  the  indi¬ 
viduals  involved.  This  interaction  encompasses  career 
planning,  family  planning  and  assignment  selection. 

In  a  household  were  an  effective  family  decision  process 
is  used  both  parties  concerned  have  a  clearer  picture  of  how 
individual  goals  and  aspirations  relate  to  the  family. 

Furthermore,  family  interaction  and  joint  career  planning 


allow  for  long-term  career  decisions,  such  as  remaining  on 
active  duty  until  retirement,  to  be  made  earlier. 


In  addition,  employing  a  family  decision  process  results 


in  a  better  understanding  of  the  hardships  and  prolonged 
separations  inherent  in  a  career  in  the  surface  navy.  Once 
illuminated,  these  adversities  can  be  better  dealt  with. 

The  importance  of  a  joint  decision  process  was  further 
underscored  when  applied  across  household  career  status.  In 
this  case,  statistically  significant  effects  were  found  for 
dual-career  individual  decision  families.  In  this  instance, 
deviations  from  the  grand  mean  indicate  that  the  absence  of 
a  joint  decision  process  negatively  influences  career  intent. 

A  family  decision  process  helps  dual-career  couples  to 
balance  their  respective  careers,  allocate  household  duties 
and  solve  problems  in  a  systematic  and  effective  manner. 

When  it  is  not  used,  problems  can  quickly  turn  into  dilemmas 
that  may  be  solved  by  resigning  commissions. 

From  the  Navy's  point  of  view,  educating  spouses  about 
the  requirements  of  a  naval  career  could  enhance  the  family 
decision  process.  Advertising  and  promoting  spouse  attendance 
at  detailer  briefs  and  career  oriented  newsletters  sent  to  the 
home  are  two  means  by  which  this  effort  could  be  implemented. 

In  any  case,  the  active  participation  of  the  spouse  in 
career  and  assignment  decisions,  not  to  mention  the  inter¬ 
action  that  is  necessary  to  coordinate  the  maintenance  of  a 
household,  undoubtedly  influences  the  career  decisions  of 
officers  in  dual-career  situations. 
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B.  CAREER  SATISFACTION 


When  career  satisfaction  was  tested  across  household 
career  status  the  result  was  a  difference  in  means  that  was 
statistically  significant.  Specifically,  dual-career  house¬ 
holds  display  a  lower  degree  of  career  satisfaction  than 
their  single-career  counterparts.  The  dual-careerists  tend 
to  indicate  that  they  are  neither  satisfied  nor  dissatisfied 
with  their  careers,  while  single-careerists  display  moderate 
levels  of  career  sacisfaction. 

Dual-careerists  tend  to  be  highly  motivated,  self- 
sufficient  and  inner  directed  and  this  may  help  to  explain 
why  officers  in  dual-career  environments  are  not  as  satisfied 
with  their  careers. 

The  perceived  and  the  real  differences  in  earning  power 
between  the  surface  warfare  officer  and  his  civilian  spouse 
is  an  issue.  As  was  highlighted  in  the  literature  review 
section,  the  wife  in  dual-career  households  tends  to  come 
from  a  higher  social  and  economic  class  than  her  husband. 
Regardless  of  the  level  of  maturity  of  both  parties,  compe¬ 
tition  surrounding  career  success  and  pay  may  be  present. 
Because  a  military  officer  cannot  influence  his  earnings  as 
quickly  by  performing  well  (i.e.  no  bonuses  or  accelerated 
promotions)  as  can  his  private  sector  wife,  he  may  be  frus¬ 
trated  with  his  career  pace. 

Finally,  the  prolonged  c±)sences  and  long  deployments 
that  must  be  endured  by  the  surface  warfare  officer  take 
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away  from  the  time  he  has  to  spend  with  his  family.  In  any 
family  situation  this  is  important,  but  it  is  more  so  in  the 
dual- career  household. 

The  results  further  indicate  that  grade,  when  coupled 
with  household  career  status,  plays  a  role  in  explaining 
differences  in  career  satisfaction.  A  statistically  signifi¬ 
cant  interaction  effect  was  found  for  senior  officer  dual¬ 
careerists.  The  finding  supports  the  hypothesis  that  senior 
officers  in  dual-career  situations  display  higher  levels  of 
career  satisfaction  than  junior  officers. 

As  was  the  case  with  career  intent,  familiarity  with  the 
dual-career  lifestyle  contributes  to  this  finding.  Hall  and 
Hall  (1978),  in  describing  the  characteristics  of  mid-career 
couples,  cited  defined  career  and  family  priorities  and  im¬ 
proved  ability  to  plan  and  cope  as  important  characteristics. 
[Ref .  3 ;  p .  39 ] . 

Furthermore,  both  an  officer  and  a  civilian  spouse  have 
begun  to  undertake  more  challenging  and  rewarding  positions 
within  the  organization.  For  the  male  officer  this  stage  in 
his  career  more  than  likely  finds  him  as  either  a  commanding 
officer  or  an  executive  officer,  both  highly  influential  and 
rewarding  positions.  His  wife  can  also  expect  to  be 
approaching  the  pinnacle  of  her  career  at  this  point.  This 
heightened  realization  of  success,  along  with  the  economic 
security  it  brings,  contribute  to  increased  feelings  of 
career  and  occupational  satisfaction. 


The  alternative  hypothesis  of  statistically  significant 
interaction  effects  was  supported  in  the  case  of  the  dual¬ 
career  sea  duty  group. 

Because  of  the  long  separations  inherent  with  sea  duty, 
officers  assigned  to  such  billets  are  not  able  to  share 
responsibilities  in  a  dual-career  household.  The  significant 
stresses  and  strains  already  experienced  in  a  dual-career 
household  may  be  magnified  when  the  officer  is  assigned  to 
sea  duty.  Duty  aboard  ship  requires  very  long  hours,  frequent 
separations  and  extended  overseas  deployments. 

This  result  may  be  viewed  with  a  certain  amount  of 
caution.  Frustration  with  being  separated  from  family 
coupled  with  the  often  mundane  routine  of  life  at  sea,  can 
result  in  downwardly  biased  responses  to  the  career  satis¬ 
faction  portion  of  the  questionnaire. 

Of  particular  interest  is  the  absence  of  statistically 
significant  effects  for  family  decision  process.  This  finding 
is  surprising,  especially  in  light  of  the  importance  of  joint 
decision  making  with  regard  to  career  intent.  The  same 
concerns  that  influence  career  intent,  things  such  as  joint 
career  and  family  planning  and  assignment  selection,  should 
also  impact  career  satisfaction.  As  a  result,  family  decision 
process  should  emerge  as  important. 

One  explanation  for  the  lack  of  statistically  signifi¬ 
cant  effects  is  that  career  satisfaction  may  be  based  on 
more  recent  experiences  that  are  more  closely  related  to  the 


VI.  CONCLUSIONS 


A .  OVERVIEW 

Of  the  six  hypothesis  that  were  tested,  five  produced 
results  that  are  of  some  value  in  assessing  and  explaining 
behavior  in  dual-career  households • 

The  study  showed  that  officer  career  intent  and  career 
satisfaction  are  not  dependent  on  household  career  status 
alone,  but  rather,  are  influenced  by  a  number  of  factors 
working  in  concert,  including  grade,  type  duty,  and  family 
decision  process. 

Dual-career  couples  scored  higher  than  expected  on 
career  intent  (see  hypothesis  1  results) .  Two-career 
families  have  been  able  to  adjust  to  the  demands  of  their 
lifestyle.  This  is  not  to  suggest  that  the  growing  trend 
towards  dual-career  lifestyles  in  the  military  does  not 
merit  further  study. 

Another  finding  of  interest  is  that  career  intent  and 
career  satisfaction  rise  26  percent  and  22  percent  respec¬ 
tively  when  family  decision  process  is  considered.  Table 
XXXVII  illustrate  the  point. 

This  finding  is  consistent  with  previous  research  where 
a  recurring  theme  is  cooperation,  understanding  and  joint 
decision  making  in  a  successful  dual-career  family. 


Finally,  type  duty  and  grade  followed  the  pattern 
hypothesized.  It  seems  as  though  a  settling  process  occurs 
as  an  officer  transitions  into  the  senior  officer  category. 
Senior  officers  scored  higher  on  both  career  intent  and 
career  satisfaction  than  their  junior  officer  counterparts. 
Their  added  experience  in  dealing  with  the  problems  of  a 
dual-career  lifestyle  is  a  factor  contributing  to  this 
finding. 


TABLE  XXXVII 

DIFFERENCES  IN  CAREER  INTENT  AND  CAREER  SATISFACTION 
WHEN  FAMILY  DECISION  PROCESS  ACCOUNTED  FOR 


Dep  Var 

Indep  Var 

Mean 

%  Change 

Career  Intent 

Dual-career 

3.132 

+  {26) 

Dual-career 
Family  Decision 

2.134 

Career  Satisfaction 

Dual-career 

4.199 

+  (22) 

Dual-career 
Family  Decision 

5.380 

B.  POLICY  SUGGESTIONS 

1 .  Sea  Tour  Lengths  and  Split  Tours 

This  study  links  career  intent  and  career  satisfac¬ 
tion  in  dual-career  househoxds  to  type  duty.  Sea-duty 
exerted  negative  influences  in  each  case. 

Currently,  initial  sea  assignments  are  about  36 


months  in  length.  This  period  is  designed  to  provide  the 
prospective  SWO  with  the  time  to  complete  his  Personal 


Qualification  Standards  (PQS)  and  earn  lllX  designation. 
Furthermore,  it  enables  him  to  hone  nis  talents  as  both  a 
mariner  and  a  Naval  Officer. 

Where  a  dual-career  situation  is  identified,  a 
guaranteed  shore  assignment  at  the  seime  homeport  (or  area  of 
spouse  location)  could  be  offered  if  the  officer  completes 
his  qualification  requirements  in  no  more  than  30  months. 

In  return,  the  officer  would  agree  to  attend  the  Department 
Head  Course  and  serve  as  a  Department  Head  afloat. 

Upon  graduation  from  Department  Head  School,  officers 
are  required  to  serve  two  18-month  split  tours  (except  in  the 
case  of  new  construction  assignments  where  one  30  month  tour 
is  required) .  Officers  in  dual-career  situations  could  be 
offered  assignments  in  the  same  homeport  whenever  possible. 

While  the  need  for  officers  at  sea  is  indeed  a  critical 
one,  these  measures  would  serve  to  alleviate  at  least  some  of 
the  burdens  associated  with  transfers  and  sea-duty. 

2 .  Command  Understanding  and  Involvement 

Perhaps  the  key  element  in  a  working  dual-career 
retention  program  rests,  as  most  things  in  the  Navy  do,  at 
the  Commanding  Officer  level.  His  ability  to  change  percep¬ 
tions  is  profound.  The  availability  of  command  resources  and 
Commanding  Officer  awareness  about  dual-career  households  can 
contribute  to  easing  the  burdens  of  the  dual-career  family. 

A  dual-career  awareness  workshop  could  be  initiated 
as  part  of  the  CO/XO  pipeline.  Furthermore,  this  issue  could 
be  touched  at  levels  as  low  as  Department  Head  School. 


while  difficult  to  measure,  this  enhanced  under¬ 
standing  may  well  contribute  favorably  to  SWO  retention  in 
dual-career  environments.  In  addition,  this  grass-roots 
appreciation  of  the  issues  would  help  to  overcome  the 
persistent  traditionalist  viewpoints. 

3 .  Family  Services 

Child  care  facilities  could  include  24-hour  service. 
These  centers  should  be  located  at  all  major  fleet  installa¬ 
tions.  The  cost  of  running  the  centers  would  be  borne  partly 
by'  the  users  with  the  balance  budgeted  by  the  Navy. 

Dual-career  information  centers  could  also  be  estab¬ 
lished.  These  centers  would  provide  job  information  at  key 
locations,  referral  services,  and  relocation  assistance.  A 
counseling  service  and  a  babysitter/housekeeper  hot-line 
could  also  be  offered. 


C.  SUGGESTIONS  FOR  FURTHER  RESEARCH 

Na'vy  Personnel  Research  and  Development  Center  will  ini¬ 
tiate  a  follow-up  Surface  Warfare  Officer  career  questionnaire 
in  the  fall  of  1985.  The  same  issues  addressed  in  this  and 
earlier  studies  [Refs.  2,  5]  (Suter,  1979,  and  Strifler,  1982) 
will  again  be  relevant.  Furthermore,  an  assessment  of  the 
scope  of  the  problem  in  terms  of  a  trend  should  also  be 
investigated . 

Investigation  as  to  why  family  responsibility  and  family 
disruptions  do  not  exert  more  of  a  negative  influence  on 


dual-career  Surface  Warfare  Officer  career  intent  and  career 
satisfaction  may  prove  helpful. 

Studies  are  needed  on  the  impact  of  current  economic 
changes  on  family  work-roles  and  their  implications  for  the 
military.  Increased  participation  by  women  in  defense  related 
activities  is  one  issue  that  falls  within  this  categojry. 

An  interesting  and  relatively  untouched  field  of  study 
is  a  review  of  the  impact  of  microcomputer  technology  on 
family-work  patterns.  Preliminary  studies  have  suggested 
that  this  new  technology  may  expand  the  possibilities  for 
women  to  join  the  workforce,  while  at  the  same  time,  partici¬ 
pate  in  the  more  traditional  roles  of  homemaker  and  mother. 

The  growing  industry  of  "home-work"  is  one  example  of  this 
new  technology  changing  the  work  patterns  of  American  society. 
It  has  the  possibility  that  some  professional/technical  occupa¬ 
tions  will  become  location-independent. 

D.  INTO  THE  FUTURE;  THE  NEXT  GENERATION 

Families  continuously  change,  but  they  change  in  the 
manner  of  the  moral  rather  than  the  technical  order  [Ref.  22: 
p.  229]  . 

What  implications  do  changes  in  gender- role  conception, 
in  the  role  of  children,  in  the  linkages  between  families 
and  their  social  environments,  and  in  the  conception  of  the 
family  itself  have  for  the  Navy  in  the  coming  century? 

Perhaps  the  key  to  answering  the  question  lies  in  under¬ 
standing  the  perception  that  different  family  structures  are 


personal/social  options  rather  than  products  of  fate, 
inheritance  or  divine  decree  [Ref.  23:  p.  241]. 

If  the  perceptions,  values  and  gender- role  definitions 
of  the  children  in  dual-career  families  are  being  influenced 
by  their  upbringing  and  environment,  this  new  outlook  could 
have  a  major  impact  on  manning  the  All-Volunteer  Force. 

E  .  FINAL  COMMENTS 

This  study  partly  rejects  the  idea  that  the  dual-career 
family  trend  in  the  Navy  is  a  major  problem.  However,  it 
did  uncover  some  relationships  that  may  prove  beneficial  in 
the  formulation  of  future  policy. 

The  scope  of  the  problem,  and  the  extent  of  the  effect 
of  dual-career  situations,  is  largely  dependent  on  how  a 
dual-career  family  is  defined.  This  work  employed  a  more 
stringent  definition  than  most  of  the  studies  cited.  Con¬ 
sequently,  it  understates  the  phenomenon. 

The  business  of  taking  ships  to  sea  is  no  longer  solely 
a  matter  of  good  seamanship  and  judgement.  Understanding 
the  social  phenomenon  of  the  dual-career  trend  and  its  effect 
on  sea-going  officers  will  be  a  prerequisite  to  readiness. 

If  not  in  the  1980 's,  then  in  the  early  1990 's. 
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NPRDC  SURFACE  WARFARE  OFFICER  QUESTIONNAIRE 


Oe^AimMENT  OP  THE  NAVY 

NAVY  PCRSONNCL  RESEAPCH  ANO  OCVCLOPMCNT  CEMTER 
omoo.  CAuwwMi  MtS2 

003:FtS:baa 
S220 
S«r  S94 
27  Aufuae  1981 

Froa:  f’l'— iiullag  OFflcar 


Subj:  Otiiear  Caraar  Saaaareii 

Saf:  (a)  ’*?arjoaetlva . '*  July/Auguac  1981 

iael:  (1)  Offlear  Caraac  Quaaelonaalra 

1.  Rafaraoea  <a)  dlaeuaaad  raaaaxeh  uhleh  haa  baaa  laltiacad  to  iacamlna 
(acton  la  cha  Navy 'a  earaar  aaaagaBane  tyataa  that  affect  offlear  caraac 
daclaloa-aakiag  and  action.  Thia  Caatar  la  coaductlag  elia  taaaareh  uhleh 
haa  at  Ita  enra,  a  anaaeloonaira  lacandad  to  lurvay  approAaataly  8,000 
Surface  Warfara  Offleara  over  a  period  of  elaa.  You  have  baaa  aalacead  at 
raaaoa  to  racalva  aacloaure  (1)  and  your  partleipaclon  la  thia  lurvey  la 
cooDlaealy  voliaearr.  Your  Input  nay  avantually  have  an  laporcaac  affect 
upon  laauaa  ralatad  to  officer  career  davalopaeac.  Thia  reaaareh  haa  bean 
auchorlaad  by  hlgaar  auehortey  aad  raaolta  will  be  pcovidad  to  the  Surface 
Offlear  Olaerlbucloa  Olvlaloa  la  NKPC-4  aad  to  OP-13.  ladividuala.  ualta 
or  tpaelfle  orgaaiaaelona  will  nae  be  Idaaclflahla  la  raporca,  hr.eflaga 
or  dlaeuaalona  since  raaulta  of  tha  survey  will  ba  la  a  staclatleal  or 
eoablaad  foes.  Bowavar,  ua  oaad  your  oasa  and  S5N  lultlally  bacauaa  ua 
Incaoc  to  contact  you  sonatina  la  tha  future  to  find  out  what  baa  happened 
to  your  earaar  la  tha  latarla. 

2.  Flaaaa  rarlaw  tha  enclosed  quasclonaalra.  It  la  rather  lengthy,  but 
offlesn  who  aaalacsd  ua  la  ravlslag  an  aacllar  vanlon  fait  chat  It  coi^ 
taioad  assaaclal  areas  of  concern  to  surface  warfare  officers.  A  high 
degree  of  thoroughaass  was  celt  to  ba  oacessary  la  order  to  puraua  each 
topic  eanalstaly.  You  are  lavteed  to  add  any  eaaasta  which  saevu  to 
anpllfy  your  feaiings  and  oplalona. 

3.  Thank  you  la  advance  for  your  parelclpaelon.  Flaaas  aaric  your  answers 
on  the  quaaelonaalra  Itaalf  and  return  It  to  the  Navy  Fersonnal  Issaareh 
aad  Oavaloeaane  Cancer  by  using  tha  racusa  envaiona  provldad.  Sasulta  of 
this  quastlonaaira  will  ba  publlsned  periodically  In  the  officer  oewalcctac, 
"Perspective.'*  If  you  snould  have  any  quaaclons  regarding  the  quastlonaaire, 
please  call  3r.  ttobecc  Norrlson  at  (714)  222-2191  or  AUTOVON  933-2191.  Report 
synbol  OPNAV  3330-1  has  baa  assignad 


1.  HAKE: 


Z.  5SS; 


?lxse  H.X.  U«c 

SUVACE  WAVAEE  OmCES  CAEEEE  qaESTIONKAlRE 


PtlvwiT  Hoelca 

Codar  cha  aucterlCT  of  S  QSC  301,  laioxBacloa  rafardlng  tobt  background, 
aecltudaa,  axparlaeaa,  and  fucuca  laeaacinna  In  Cha  Mavy  la  raquasCad  Co 
nrovlda  Input  to  a  sarlaa  of  scudlaa  on  offlear  earaar  pneaaaaa  and  cacenclan. 
Tba  Infonaclon  provldad  bp  you  wUl  one  bacona  pare  of  pour  official  racord, 
aor  will  It  ba  uaad  eo  aaka  daclalona  about  pou  which  will  affacc  pour  earaar 
in  any  way.  It  will  ba  uaad  by  cha  :iawy  Paraoonal  laaaarch  and  Oawalopnant 
Cantor  for  itatlatleal  purpoaaa  only.  Tou  ara  ant  raqulrad  to  prowlda  ehla 
lafonatlon.  Than  will  ba  no  adwarsa  eonaaguancoa  should  p«i  alact  not  to 
prowlda  tha  roquaacad  InfoTMClon  or  any  part  of  It.  Itacncn  of  tba  quastlon- 
oalxa  eonatitutaa  aekBowladgnant  of  thaaa  Prlwacy  Act  prowlalona. 


I,  Background  Infotaaelcn 


3. 

5. 


6. 


7. 


8. 


Crada;  0- 


Daalgnator; 


hacltal  Scaeua:  (  )l.  Harrlad 

(  )  3.  Vldow<ar)  •  Taar  md 

(  )  5.  Otvoread  -  Taar  and 

Chlldraa  living  with  you:  !habar  __ 
PracoaBlsaloulng  daaa  Sanka: 


(  )2«  Harrlad  -  Taar 

{  >  4 .  Sdnarxlari  -  Taar  ____ 

(  )  4.  Baaarrlad  -  Taar  _____ 

_  Aral a) 


0  I  2  3  4  5 

Don't  Sottou  Hast  Hid  Hart  Top 
Enow  ZCE  ZOZ  2CZ  20X  201 

a.  Acadanlc  (Uhdargraduata)  (  )(  )  (  )()()() 

b.  .mitary  (OCS,  USMA,  ate.)(  )  (  )  (  )()()() 

Uara  you  a  SUOS  Baalc  Dlstlngulabad  Craduata'' 

(  )  0.  Old  not  aetand  SVOS  (  )  1.  Taa  (  W.  Ho 


II.  FBOEESSIONAL  QOALITZCAZZONS 

1.  Vhan  wars  you  auardod  tha  lUE  daalgnatorT  ^  )  H/A 

Hooch  Taar 

2.  'Jhac  additional  guallf Icatloua  hawa  you  obcalnad  (ebaek  all  chat  apply)? 


( 

) 

Aa 

Dlvlalon  Offlear 

< 

) 

f.  Bvaluacor/TAO 

( 

) 

b. 

Daparounf  3aad 

( 

) 

g.  ZO  Afloat  (LCaE  4  abova) 

( 

) 

Ca 

000 

( 

) 

b.  Qual.'Surfaca  Ship  Coanand 

( 

) 

d. 

SOCM 

1 

) 

1.  Surfaca  .■hiciaar  Powar 

( 

) 

€• 

Waapona  Control 

( 

) 

1 .  Othor 

5.  I!  TOar  due?  ts  a  a«a  cour,  how  aany  aoncha  hava  baaa  ipanC  la  shipyard 

ovarhaul,  lnelucila«  naa-noaa  port  upkaap?  acnchls) 

6.  3avo  you  boon  (or  vUl  you  ba)  axcasdad  la  chia  tour  bayond  your  lalClal 

PSD?  (  )  I.  Mo  (  )  2.  ?aa  —  how  loBg?  (aooeba) 

(  )  3.  Don't  looaw 

7.  If  you  aaawrad  TSS  to  <;uaactaa  b,  what  ^«s/ la  cha  raaaon  (ehooaa  bast 
rasponaa) ? 

(  )  1.  Coaplata  PQS/aCtala  SUO  daslgnacor 

(  )  2.  Awaiting  rallaf 

(  )  3.  Awalclag  opportualcy  to  ancar  school 

(  )  A.  Short  tlaa  raalalag  la  Savy 

(  ]  3.  So  raaaon  glvaa 

(  )  6.  Othar 

3.  What  la  y«ir  avaluatloa  of  cha  following  sspacta  of  your  prasant  job  ralacad 
duclas  (Saapond  using  tha  following  seals.  Oalc  If  ooc  appllcabla) 7 

1  2  3  A  5  6  7 

Vary 

Pealtlva 

Adwaacura 

Opportunity  to  coaplata  PCS 

Sanaa  of  aeeoapllahaaat 

Opportunity  to  grow  profasslonally 

Doing  soaachlng  laportant 

Balaclonshlps  In  vardroon 

SaXacioaahlp  with  CO  or  raportlng 
sanlor 

9.  Approzlascaly  how  long  (la  Booths)  did  It  taka  you  to  "fit  la"  with  your— 

a.  Coaaand/actlvlty  (  )  still  don't 

_ b.  Local  eosHunlty  (  )  still  don’t 

10.  Ovarall,  how  do  you  avaluaca  this  Cour  la  cams  of  (oale  If  ooc  appllcabla) - 

(1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5) 

Highly  Highly 

Unfavorabla  j^faworab^  SS!i£££i  Faworab^  Fsworab^ 

(  )  (  )  {  )  (  ) 

(3  (  )  (  )  C  ) 

(  )  (  )  (  )  (  ) 

(  )  (  )  (  )  (  ) 

(  )  .  (  )  (  )  (  ) 
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a.  Shlp/Comand 

b.  Typa  due las 

c.  Uardrooa/ paars 

d.  Suparlors 

a.  laaadlaca 
Subordlaaeas 


(  ) 
(  ) 
(  ) 
(  ) 
(  ) 


Vary 

Nagaetwa 


Saucral 


froB  fanlly/ 


_a.  Challanga 

_b.  Saosracloa 
ftieads 


_e.  Csa  of  skills  &  abllielas 
_d.  'Jorklng  anvlrooMnc 
_a.  Hours  of  work  raqultod 
_f.  Vork  praasura 

Incaraaclng  duclaa 

_h.  Ablllcy  CO  plan  & 
schsdula  acclvlclas 


.V. 


17.  isszaMECT  nocsss 

1.  ?br  yoar  moae  racaac  asparlaoea  with  «  eoaplacad  PCS  cbaoga,  tew  ■oay  daya 
ralaelra  ca  yoor  PHO  dll  yao  taealwa  (sac  ayyllcabXa  •  0)7 


a.  lalataal  aaelflAaclaa 


Pastel  aacUlsaelaa  <ardaca) : 


_daya  arlar  ca  PID,  or 

_daya  aftar  PSD 
____day8  arlor  ea  PSD,  or 

day a  aftar  PSD 


2.  tfhaa  did  you  daeaeti  from  your  laaC  taalanwanc  (uaa  auabara  aueh  aa  10-79; 
0-0  aquala  aa  raaaalcoMac)  7  _____  /  _____ 

teaca  Taar 

3.  Uaa  eha  aaw  aaatgnwanc  aaa  as  afaera  duty 7 

(  )  0.  Saywr  taaaalsnad  (  )  1.  SSA  (  )  2.  SBOBS 

4.  Did  eba  raaaalaiiaanc  lawalva  a  ehanga  la  gaographle  laeacloa? 

(  )  0.  Havas  raaaalgDad  (  )  1.  TSS  (  )  2.  HO 

i.  How  MClalaccasy  vaa  eha  monut,  at  aaelfleacloa  elaa  you  raeaivad  for— 

tesa  ehaa  Juae  abauc  Cae  is  Totally 
H/A  aeoush  rleht  tee  eloaa  unaae 


a.  loforaal  aaelfleaClaa  (  )  (  ) 

b.  FOotel  oaelficaeloa  (  )  (  ) 


(  )  (  ) 

(  >  (  > 


i.  li  you  aaawared  quaaCloa  3.  with  "cut  It  too  elosa"  os  "totally  uoaactafaceory," 
vara  tnara  spaclal  clrewacancas  that  aay  hava  affactad  tba  eiaiag  of  your 
ooclfloation  (eboooa  baoc  raaponaa)  7 

(  )  1.  Ho 

(  }  2.  Taa-  aad  is  vaa  jusclflabla. 

(  )  3.  Tea— and  It  vasa't  juaclflabla. 

7.  Prior  to  your  aoac  racaaC  traaafar,  tew  aaay  dayi  of  laad  tlM  did  you  Have  to 
saaa  traval  arraogawanca  aad  teuoateid  af facta  shloaaac7 

Day a  (  )  Havas  tsanafarrad  or  oat  applleablo. 

3.  How  ooay  aoocha  prior  to  your  PHO  to  your  curreae  aaalgeaanc  did  you  sufaalc  a  oaw 
prafaiteca  card  (none  wbaiecad  •  0)7  tencha 

(  )  Ooo't  roMBbar. 

• 

9.  If  you  did  not  wtaalc  oao,  why  ooc  (chack  baae  ctelee)? 

(  )  1.  It  doaoa't  do  aay  good. 

(  )  2.  I  talked  to  ay  daeallar  by  phone  to  dlacuaa  ay  daaltes  and  the  avallabla 

optlooa. 

(  )  3.  I  didn't  ooad  to  subalC  a  now  one,  tha  old  one  van  O.S. 

(  }  4.  I  got  ay  now  aaalgnaanC  bafora  I  could  subale  ona. 

(  )  5.  Other _ _ 
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Vhaa  I  coBplaCM  ay  aaaC  racaac  prafaraaca  card,  I  (ehack  Cha  baac  cholca) : 

(  )  0.  Did  sac  eoaplaCa  ana. 

(  )  1.  Pne  dona  ebalcaa  1  paraoaally  aaacad  rafardlaas  of  how  Chay  alghc 

affaec  ay  Itawy  earaar. 

(  )  2.  Pue  do«ai  prlaarlly  whae  I  waacad  hue  toaparad  choa  a  litcla  with 

wbae  I  ctiau(hc  would  halp  ay  Hawy  earaar. 

(  )  3.  Pne  dowa  choleaa  which  I  waacad,  and  I  falc  cha  Sawy  would  wane  aa 

CO  hava,  baeauaa  Xawy  raqulreaaaca  and  ay  Incaroscs  ara  allka. 

(  )  A.  Put  dowa  choleaa  which  I  chou^hc  would  halp  ay  Savy  earaar  buc 

toaparad  with  ay  paraonal  daalraa. 

(  )  S.  Put  down  choleaa  which  I  choushc  would  halp  ay  Hawy  earaar  avon 

chough  chay  waraa't  paraonally  daalrabla. 

How  did  ^u  rank  cha  followlag  In  iaporcaaca  on  your  laac  prafaraaca  card  (rank 

cha  hlghaac  aa  a  1.  Uac  zaroaa  11  oona  autaaietad  or  auc  at  data  or  ooc 

eraaafarxad) ; 

a.  Lacaclon  b.  Typa  BlUac  e.  Typa  Acelwtey 

Aaaoaa  Cha  aeeapeabllley  of  your  eurrenc  aaalgnaonc  in  eonparlaon  wich  what  waa 

ozpraaaad  on  your  proiaronca  card  uaiag  cha  seala  balow; 

3  -  Praierenca  card  ooc  soae/ouc  of  data  or  aawar  traaalarrad. 


1  2  3 _ *  3  6 _ T 

Vary  Poor  Haucral  Vary 

Good 

_ ^a.  Lscaelsa  b.  Typa  Sillac  e.  Typa  Acelwlcy 

Uhleh  ooa  of  cha  foUowlag  scacaoanes  baac  daacrlbaa  your  axparloaca  in  abcalnlag 

your  carroae  aaalgnaoac? 

(  )  Q.  Havon'e  boon  through  raaaalgnaone. 

(  )  1.  Tondod  Co  rua  — ochly  ay  dacallar  locacod  an  aceapcablo  billac 

ralaclvaly  quickly. 

(  )  2.  Tended  Co  cun  soochly  buC  tharo  waa  a  eercaln  aaouac  of  uacorcalnty 

and  dlacuaalon  with  ay  docailar  along  Cha  way. 

(  )  3.  Teadad  co  ba  a  vary  difficult,  unhappy  ezparlanea.  Howowar,  I 

evaaeually  raealvod  a  sac.",  yf actory  or  aceapcablo  aaelgnaanc . 

(  )  w.  Tondad  to  bo  a  fruacraClng,  anxlocy-produelng  axparloaca.  Only 

c.hrough  cha  incervonclon  of  sonlor  offleors  or  excreoa  offorta  on 
ay  pare  did  I  ulclaacoly  racolvo  a  saclaCaccory  or  aceapcablo 
aaalgnaoBC. 

(  )  S.  Tondad  co  bo  a  eonolacaly  bopalaaa  slcuacloa.  No  aaounc  of  effort  on 

ay  pare  or  by  oehara  waa  eueeaflaful  la  lafluoaelag  cha  ayacoa. 

Abouc  hew  ofeoa  did  you  Incoract  with  your  dacallar  during  your  aeae  recant 

aaalgnaonc?  Provide  your  baac  oaciaaca. 

a.  About  elaaa  within  a  year  of  PRD. 

b.  About  cinaa  a  year  ochacvlaa. 

(  )  e.  Havoa'c  boon  through  raaaalgnaanc. 


.2.  Whae  eba  pnrpoM  of  elWM  lataxaetloaa  (eback  ooa  or  aora)T 


)  a.  Sac  ay^laabla 
)  b.  to  kaop  ia  couch 

)  e.  Tb  dacazmlaa  poeoaclal 
opoBlaca 

)  d.  to  laoxB  aoca  about  raeoac 
eraoda  oad  pollelaa 

)  o.  to  aoak  caraar  advlea 


)  f.  TO  dacaxalaa  oeacua  of 
caquaaca,  laecara,  ace. 

)  g.  to  obcala  aa  oaaiMr  co  a 
opaclfle  quaacloa 

)  h.  Ocbar 


.6.  Sou  aaay  Cjaaa  did  jrau  uoa  Cba  foilowlag  waya  of  lacaraeclng  «lcb  jour 

daeailac  during  jour  aoac  raeoac  eoaplaca  caur.  Including  Cha  roaaaignaaac 
proeaaa  ^aava  blank  If  ooc  raaaalgnad)?  Bow  offaeclva  do  yen  faal  aaeb 
la  aa  a  aaehod  (anowar  all  oaaa  If  nae  raaaaigttad)T 


efface Ivanaaa 


Ihabar  of  (I)  7ary 


(S)  Tory 


■a  goad  Inaffaectwa  laaffaetlwa  So-So  effacclva  gffaetlv 


a.  Prafaraaea  Card  I 

b,  Lactar  | 

e.  talapbocM 

17.  My  daeallar'a  daalgnaeor  la 


)  Don't  know. 


18.  Whae  la  your  ovaluaclon  of  your  curranc  daeallar  In  'cho  followliig  araaa  (Baapood 
ualng  cha  failowlag  seala.)? 


Know  Nagaclvo  Foa 

a.  Knowladgaabla  of  eurraoc  Knowlodgaabla  of  prowtoua 

policy  croada  eoaounlcaclona 

b.  Knowladgaabla  of  wtileh  1.  Whae  (a) ha  layo  can  ba  cruacad 

bUl-ca  ara  avallabla  _ ^  laearaata 

- ^e.  Knovladg-bla  of  r.oulr^  „  probl-a.  daalraa. 

aanca  and  duclaa  of  aaall-  -  ...  . 

abla  blllaca  ’ 

,  _  ,  .  .  ,  .  _ _ _  _ 1.  Frowldaa  uaoful  earoor  eounoallng 

Knowladgaabla  of  oy  caraar  ■  * 

dayalnpaant  oaada  Baapooda  co  eorraapondooea 

___a.  Knowladgaabla  of  ay  paraonal  Awallabtlley 

daalraa 

f .  Bacutna  colaphona  colla 

c.  Sharaa  InfoxaMClon 

19.  Whan  uua  cha  laac  elaa  you  eoMunleacad  with  your  eurrene  daeallar  (glra 
and  yaar  in  dlgiea  luch  aa  10-79;  0-3  aguala  oona)? 


•ry 

FoalClvo 


20. 


21. 


23. 


How  did  you  prapara  for  pour  Initial  coacacc  with  pour  datallar  during  your 
laae  raasalgnaanc  (ebaek  all  that  apply)? 

(  )  a.  No  raaaalgnane. 

(  )  b.  Old  Boe  prapara. 

(  )  e.  Baanalyaad  ay  prafaranea  card. 

(  )  d.  Subaittad  an  updacad  prafaranea  card. 

(  )  a.  RarlaiMd  ay  uiiola  earaar  plan. 

(  )  f.  Concaccad  achats  at  ay  praaanc  duty  station  for  advlea. 

<  )  g.  Dlacusoad  It  with  ay  spouaa. 

(  )  b.  Chaekod  Inserueclona,  parsonnal  aanual  and  oebar  polleydas). 

(  )  1.  Chackad  cha  OIL  Caraar  Planning  Oulda  or  Tarspacciwa.'* 

(  )  J .  Othar  _ 

I,  not  ay  datallar,  Inlclaead  cha  first  eontaec  ragardlng  ay  nose  raesnt 
ran  as  Ignaant. 

(  )  0.  Savor  raaaalgnad.  <  )  1.  TES  (  )  2.  SO 

Hava  you  accandad  a  datallar  flald  crip  aaatlng  In  Cha  last  two  yaars? 

(  )  1.  So  -  Masting  has  aovar  boon  schadulad  in  ay  eoaaaad(s). 

(  )  2.  So  -  1  ws  not  ovallabla  whoa  trip  was  schadulad. 

(  )  3.  So  •  t  ehosa  ooc  to  accand  a  schadulad  aaacing. 

(  )  4.  Tan  -  aontha  prior  to  ay  P80. 

During  ay  oast  racanc  cranafar,  I  uas  proalsod  ona  typo  of  duty  or  duty  station 
locacion,  and  it  was  changad  In  Cha  ordars  1  reealvod  Just  bafora  I  cranafarred. 

(  }  1.  Taa  (  )  3.  Hava  savor  discussed  orders  with 

(  )  2.  So 

(  )  4. 


ay  datallar. 

Hava  saver  baas  cranafarrad. 


24. 


If  you  have  accandad  a  datallar  field  crip  aaacing,  Co  what  axcsaG~(!laspand  using 
cha  fallowing  seals.  Qalt  If  one  not  aecandadO 

3  1  :  3 _  4  5  6  7 


:toc  App- 
lleabla 


Vary 

Uctla 


Vary 

Groat 


_a.  Old  it  provide  elarlf Icaclon  of  aaslgnaonc  pollelss  and  praecleaa? 

_b.  Old  ic  give  you  an  appraelaclon  of  officor  earaar  paths  and  alcamaclvas? 
_e.  Old  le  rasolva  sooa  aaaignaont  probloos  you  hod? 

_d.  'Jas  le  eonduecad  in  an  apon  and  honosc  a 
_a.  Was  Ic  a  useful  and  banoflclal  aaacing f 


trri 


r.  •*. 

-  -  -  • . 
*  -  •  -  * 


84 


11.  Arc  you  prosoncly  on  an  ovoranaa  tour  of  duty? 

(  )  1.  Taa — aceoBpnata<t  (  )  2.  Taa— uaaceonpaalad  (  )  3.  Ho 

If  yoa,  plaaaa  anaunr  <|uaaeion  3I.a.  OthorwlM  go  dlraecly  co  Soeelon  V. 

a.  Did  your  czaaafartlag  eoMund  provlda  clanly  and  aceuraca  support  for 
your  ovoraoaa  eranafar? 

(  )  0.  Hoc  appllnabla  (  )  L.  Taa  (  )  Z.  Ho 

(  )  3.  Did  not  lafora  an  of  cha  roqulrMonca. 


7.  OECZSIOlt  rsocsss 

1.  Whan  did  you  bagln  cha  foUowlag  acclvlclaa  In  ragard  co  your  laac  raaaalgnaanc? 
(Osa  cha  following  acala  co  raapood  Co  ICaaa  a  through  g:) 

0.  Hoc  applleabla  4.  7  co  ID  aoncha  bafora  ay  PSD. 

1.  SyaCMacleally  ehroughouc  ay  tour.  S.  3  co  6  aoacha  bafora  ay  ?HS, 

2.  Mora  chan  14  aoncha  bafora  ay  ?SO.  6.  Vlchln  3  aoncha  bafora  ay  PSD. 

3.  11  CO  14  aoncha  bafora  ay  PKO.  7.  t  didn't  do  chla. 


a.  Concaeelng  your  dacailar. 

_b.  Spaelf leally  soaking  cha  advtea  of  a  sanior  officer. 
_c.  Spaelf  leally  soaking  cha  advlca  of  poors. 

_d.  Discussing  poaslbla  asalgnaancs  with  ay  spousa/f sally. 
_a.  Consldarlng  eholeaa  of  loeaclon. 

J,  Coosldaring  eholeaa  of  cypaa  of  blllacs. 

_g.  Consldarlng  eholeaa  of  typos  of  duty. 


2.  Hew  lapertane  was  your  daslra  for  a  pesc-^vy  earaar  in  your  praftranea  for  your 
aoac  cocanc  caaasignsaecl  (Clzcla  aoac  approprlaea  tasponsa) 

I  2  3  4  5  6  7 

Hoe  Soaa  A  Priaary 

Censldarod  Consldaraclon  Factor 


3.  How  inoorcuc  uas  your  daslra  for  a  ehaaga  in  your  Havy  earaar  (changa  la  daslgnacor 
oucsldo  prasonc  cowaualcy;  In  your  prafsraoea  for  your  aoac  racanc  asslgnaanc? 
(Clrcla  approprlaea  raaponsa) 

I  2  3  4  5  4  7 

Hoe  Soao  A  Pruary 

Conaldarod  Consldaraclon  Factor 


4.  Looking  ac  a  SUO  earaar,  for  approzlaacaly  how  sany  years  fron  now  do  you  havs  a 

rolacivaiy  eiaar  Idea  of  unac  your  career  pach  (blllacs,  proaoclons,  ace.)  vtll  ba? 

( years) 

i.  How  sany  aore  years  do  you  plan  co  reaaln  on  acclva  duty?  _^___^j'aarB;  (  )  Doa'C 

have  any  Idas. 

6.  now  accraeeiva  does  cha  SUO  earaar  pach  appear  co  you  (clrcla  cha  approprlaea  nunbar) 


Vary  Haucral  Vary 

Unaccracciva  ACcraeclva 
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9.  Do  you  faal  Chat  etva  Havy  uanea  "ou  to  coaclma  your  earaar  aa  as  acclva  ducy 
Haval  afflear?  Clrela  baac  raapoaaa. 


Daf  iiueaiy 
Doaa  Hoc 

10.  II  you  wara  co  soak  elvUlaa 

1  :  3 

Eaaancially 
Unpraoarad 


la'e  Dal  laic  aly 

lOw  Doaa 

ilayanc,  how  praparad  ara  you  to  do  so? 
4 _  _ 5  S  7 


4 

Halt  bar 
Prapatod 
noc 

Uaprapared 


Caaa&clally 

Ptaparad 


11.  lo  ralaranea  to  your  praaaoe  aaolfnawnc,  avaluaca  cha  foUowlat  sourcaa  of  inforuacloa 
coQcarals«  how  ouch  you  uaa  ctm  and  how  aeeuraca,  houaac,  and  avallabla  Chay  ara  in 
providing  you  with  earaar  planning  InforteClou  and  guidanca.  Also  avaluaca  Cha  aaounc 
of  influanea  aach  aourca  anorca  an  your  earaar  daelalnna  and  whachar  cha  Influaaca  la 
poaielva  or  oagaclva.  Saapond  ualng  cha  following  scalar 

1  2  3  4  5  S  7  ^ 


CO 


XO 


f/cnartaenc  Herd 


Orher  Senior  Officers 
ti*  ay  Coirnuh  i  Cy 


Senior  OCCiears  o’lCSida. 
oty  Comunit/ 


Peers 


tersilers 


Terspeetivc" 


LI. 


Uhac  La  jour  avaluacloa  at  eha  foUoitlBC  aayaeca  wl£h  ra«axd  ca  a  Navy  caraar? 
laapood  uaiay  Cba  acala: 

I  2  3  *  3  i  f 


Vary 

Hagaelva 

a.  CoacloiLCr  at  daullaxa 
_ ^b.  laaliiMaiica  racalvad 


ilauczal 


lory 

Poalctva 


_e.  Chaaga  of  blllaca  at  2-3  yaar 
~  Incarvala 


_d.  TaaalbllLty  at  ehaaia  at  gaocraphle 
~  Locaelaa  wleh  blUac  changaa 


_a.  Saa  duCp 
__f.  Shora  dncy 

j.  Oracaaaa  aaalgnaaaca,  aeeoapaalad 
^h.  Oaraaaa  aaaigoaaoca,  jaaceoapaalad 
1.  CoBlaaaiT  aad  axehaaga  baoadlCa 


Xaapond  Ca  ICaaa  13  aad  14  aalag  eha  followdag  aeala: 

I  2  3  4  S  _ 6 


OadlnLCaip 
Da  Mac 


oae 


Dad  iaicaiy 
Do 


13.  tfhan  you  ara  (or  "staoiild  ba**)  eoaplaelag  Toor  Off  Lear  Profacaaea  Card,  do  vou 
bava  a  good  Ldaa  of  aTallabla  blllaca  Car  which  poo  would  ba  fully  coopaclciva? 

14.  .^__Do  you  faal  cba  blllaca  you  hava  raealwad  raflaccad  your  axparlanea  and  paac 

parfonaaca? 


13.  Raca  cba  foUowlag  aaalgiaaaea.  ?Lrac  ovaluaca  choa  aceordlag  ta  chair  concclbucion 
ca  yauc  Mavy  caraar.  Than  aaaaaa  eha  daalcaolllcy  af  each  aaalgoaanc.  Raapond  ualng 
eha  following  aeala: 

1  2  3  4  3  4  7 

Seraagly  Sueacaa-  .Madoraealy  Haucral  .'todaracoly  Sueacan-  Senagly 
Mogactva  elally  elally  PoolClva 

Mawy  Caraar 

Concrlbuelena  PaalrabtlLcr 

Saa 


a.  Dapareaonc  doad  (DH)  -  Waapooa  { 

I 

1 

o 

b.  DH-«aglnaarlng  1 

I 

1 

□ 

e.  XO-riT  1 

cn 

□ 

d-  XO-rFG  1 

! 

I 

□ 

a.  Ifloac  SCaff  Ducy  | 

[ 

1 

□ 

f,  DH-Aaphlb/Sarvlca  j 

1 

EZ 

g.  CO-A£  { 

c 

1 

□ 

h.  CO-OD  1 

cz 

1  CZl 

1.  riag  Alda  1 

I  cn 

Shora 

}.  Shore  Supporc  Dale  (0ZC3  { 

cn  1 

□ 

k.  ?lag  Alda  i 

CZ  1 

□ 

1.  SVOS-aaale  taacrueeor 

□ 

•  i 

□ 

a.  Maval  Aeadoonr  laaexueeor 

□ 

□ 

a.  ;ntOTC  laaciueeor  1 

□ 

□ 

a.  OCS  Zoacruecar 

□ 

□ 
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(Shors  eoacinuad  froa  pravlous  paga) 


S  crongiy  Suaacan 
Hagaclva  eially 


itoaaracaiy  :iaucrai  2toaaracaly  SuBaCaa-  Scrongly 

tlally  Foattlva 

!<avy  Caraar 

Contrlbueioea  Oaalrablllti 


p.  Dacatlar 

a 

□ 

q.  Washlagcoa  Tour 

a 

□ 

£.  Major  Shora  Seaff 

cn 

CD 

a.  Racrulclag 

CZl 

CD 

c.  Tralalag  Casaad  (Ealiacad) 

cn 

cn 

u.  Navy  PC  School  ScudaaC 

cn 

16.  Plaaaa  Indleaea  cha  ralaclva  opporcualcy  of 
charaeearlaelea  la  cha  Havy  varaus  your  azp« 
etvlllaa  caraar  If  you  laic  cha  havy: 

_ CITIIIAW _ 

1.  Suoacaacially  1,  ittca  i. 


obcalalag  aacb  of  cha 
ccacioBa  of  obcalalag 


follow  lag 
ehaa  la  a 


Baccar  Bacter  Coaoarabla  Bacttr 


SAVT _ 

..'•icn  7.Suaacanciaily 
Baecar  Baccar 


a. Incaraaciag  aad 

challaagiag  work  (  ) 

b. .\billey  co  plaa 

work  (  ) 

c. work  hours  C  ) 

d. hlalaal  work  serasa(  ) 

a.^raodow  froa  naaslaC  ) 

f.Oua  iaiclaciva  (  ) 

}.?ay  aad  allowaocas  (  ) 

h.daalch  baaafica/ 

caro  <  ) 

l.Job  sacuricy  (  ) 

j. taally  scabllley 

(oalc  if  BA)  (  ) 

k. Deslrabia  piaea  co 

liva  (  ) 

l. Saalrabla  co-uorkars(  ) 

a.Saeognlcton  (  ) 

n. aaspoaaiblllcy  (  ) 

o. Chanca  for  spouaa 
CO  davalop  owa 
taegraaea  (aaie.lf 


sm 


I 


_ crmxAM 

SutacaaclaXl  ■  )<<ek 

lagt«c 

p. quAllcy  of  ■uporlan  (  )  (  ) 

q. aaeixaMBC  prottM  (  )  (  ) 

r. Varlacy  of  oaaimaaea  (  )  (  ) 

s. ZdueaclaoaX  oTperainltlaa  C  )  (  ) 

e.?Taaottoaal  ovpotxaaltlaa  (  )  (  ) 


Cfuarabla  ilaea  Subacaaclallx 

lot  tar  Sactw  aactar  Battar 

()()()()  (  ) 

C  )  (  )  (.)(.  )  (  ) 

C  )()()(  )  (  ) 

(  )  (  )  (  )  C  )  (  ) 

)()()()  (  ) 

)()()()  (  ) 


u. Social  aalaclonahipa  (  )  (  )  ( 

17.  pLzisz  CO  baq:  to  goESTiaH  16  ibs  ciaciz  aoss  i  ra>a*frrggsiTcs  axr  ass  host 

.HOST  IMPOEZAMT  TO  TOO  IKO  OIOSS  OUT  SOSS  }  CBAXACTZZZS7ZC3  mil  ASZ  LEAST  IHPOSIAHT 
TO  TOO. 


TTia  foUowlac  al«lie  Itaaa  (18-22)  eovar  cha  family' a  lapaee  oa  ^aur  earaar.  Skip  co 
eha  oaxt  aaeelaa  if  701  aca  act  enxraBCly  Barxiad. 


18. 


Bow  ia  TOUT  spouaa  pclaaxlly  Mplayad?  (Chooaa  boat  taapoaaa) 


(  )l.  I>ill-claa  tMaaakar 

(  )2.  Saeraeary/elarieal 

(  )3.  Taaetiat 

(  )4.  !(ursa 

(  )2.  Za«lnaar 

(  )6.  Otbar  profaaaloaal 


(  )7.  ConaultaaC 

(  )8.  Bualaaaa/Tlnanca 

(  )9.  Sawy  officer 

(  }10.Ba'ry  aoliaead 

(  )11.0Cfiar  ailitary 
(  }12.0tbar _ 


k 


Haapoed  co  ieaa  19-21  ualag  eba  foilovlBg  seala: 

1  2  3  4  2  i  7 

Scrongiy  Oaearcala  Strongly 

diaagraa  agraa 


19.  Ny  spouaa' s  eacaac  llaisa  eooaidarably  eha  opeiona  availabla  ia  ay  earaar  daeiaioaa. 
_Z0.  At  eha  praaaae  ciaa,  ay  earaar  ia  aora  laporcaac  co  aa  chan  ay  spouaa' s  earaar. 

21.  1  aa  aceivuly  laualvad  la  ay  spouaa' s  earaar. 

22.  Rank  order  cha  {ollowlsg  ieaaa  aceordlag  co  cha  saverity  of  chair  lapace  oa  your 
ooac  raeaac  PCS  aova  (eha  aoac  saraco  *  1). 

A.  ily  spouaa' s  ^loyaaac  d.  Oisropciona  ia  social  colacioaa 

b.  Oiarupciona  la  faally  schooling  _^_a.  Tha  aoolag  proeaaa  iCaalf 

_ c.  !*y  oue-of-poekat  aspaaaaa  _ i.  My  uaavailabilicy  to  halp  eha 

faally  (daployad,  for  axaapla) 

22.  Bow  do  you  chlak  your  spouaa  faala  eeuarda  your  Navy  earaar? 

(  )1.  Coaplacaly  Oppoaad  (  )4.  Hodaracaly  supporeiva 

(  )2.  Modaracaly  Oppoaad  (  }S.  Coaplaealy  aupporeiva 

(  )3.  Haueral 
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Saapood  Co  tCMa  24  wd  22  using  cha  fallowing  seala: 


0  1 
Soe  I  defer  fo" 

Applleabla  SSmS  * 


Equal 

?arclcl- 

paeloa 


1  daclda 
aloaa 


24.  How  Involved  uaa  your  ipouoa  whoa  70U  aads  daelalons  during  tout  laac 
raaaeliinaanr  (conplaClag  eba  Praf aronca  Card,  for  axaapla) . 

22.  How  Involved  la  your  jpouaa  whan  you  era  leaking  aajor  career  daelalons  sueb 
aa  scaring  la  eba  Savp,  choosing  a  second  caraar.  racirlng,  acc. 

VT.  Career  Managasane 

On  eba  seals  below,  ebaek  cbe  seacananc  which  aoac  accuracalr  raflaecs  vour  Idaa  of 
eba  coaninicr  which  rou  copraaenc. 

(  )1.  1  aa  a  surfaca  warfare  spoelallac. 

(  )2.  I  aa  prlaarllr  a  surfaca  warfare  spoelallac  and  sacondarllr  a  Harr  officer. 

(  )3.  I  aa  an  equal  balanca  of  bocta. 

(  )4.  I  aa  prlaarllr  4  Ilewr  officer  and  sacondarllr  a  surface  warfare  speclallac. 

(  )2.  I  aa  a  Hawr  offlear. 

(  )6.  Ochar _ 


!  Using  Surfaca  Varfara  aa  *'eo 

1  following  scales 


iler”,  raspond  Co  icon  2-30  using  cha 


>tr  coBunley  has  soae  prograas  co  help  aa  wlch  ar  career  which  ars  dlffsranc 
froB  ocher  .Hevy  cowaunlclaa  such  as  avlaclon. 

.'tr  c runnier  has  a  higher  race  of  praaocloo  for  senior  officers  chan  Che 
oc.her  Navr  connlcles. 

Mr  coanunler  cries  co  caka  care  of  lea  own  in  regards  eo  proaoelaas. 

Ic  Is  alaosc  esaenclal  for  aa  Co  be  sponsored  br  soaeone  senior  If  I  wnc  co 
advance  in  Che  Havv. 

Officers  In  coHunlcias  ocher  chon  nine  gee  cha  blllacs  which  eoncrlbuca  aoac 
CO  chair  Savy  caraar a. 

.'Ir  cosHunlcy  uses  an  ’’old  boy"  (Inforaol)  naevork  cn  keep  cabs  on  officers 
for  cha  base  asslgnaenea. 

le  la  tanorcane  eo  have  soeaona  available  wteh  whne  I  aa  canforeabts  and 
Cruse  CO  dloeusa  ay  career. 

•'ty  senior  officers  Inearace  wteh  ne  fraquencly. 

1  uaa  sonlor  offlears  as  role  eadels  when  I  nake  career  daelalana. 


I  have  been  eounoelad  on  how  ehs  Hsvy's  career  syacaa  works  for 


abars  of  ay 


* 


SCroaflT 

OlMcr— 


OaevRaln 


StmociT 

AcTM 


-• 


_U.  X  hsva  bMa  eonoMlad  aboue  etaa  eoaeaeta  eo  aaita  to  halp  forcbar 

Wf  Haa*  eazaar. 

_I3.  I  tMva  baas  cmmaal ad  oa  cha  Rave's  cazaar  aRparnattlaa  MCalda  oi  wf 
~  eaaualty. 

I  hara  baaai  eouoaalari  oa  tha  ''bllad  aaieh  atsbt  kill  ay  Raay  earaar. 

_1S.  I  hava  baaki  eauaaalad  oa  cba  '‘tlekaea’*  w&lcli  haaa  ca  ba  puaehad  M  cbac  I 

~  caa  raaeb  ay  eaxaaz  t^ala  la  tha  Ravy. 

_16.  I  baaa  bad  good  eoaaaai  aa  tha  Raay'a  aena  and  aaiaaa  for  affleara. 

n.  I  haaa  a  elaaa,  paraoaal  ralaclaaabiy  with  a  eoaaldarably  aara  aaatar  offlear 

aha  aazaaa  aa  a  aaacar  far  ay  earaar. 

_ll,  1  baaa  coaaaalad  a  aara  lualar  afflcac  la  earaar-ralatad  aaccara. 

_19.  Offlaara  aaad  a  rpaelal  earaar  eauaaaiiag  ayaCM  for  chai. 

_20,  71alblliey  la  vary  laparcaae  ac  ehla  ataga  la  ay  Ravy  earaar. 

21.  Offlaaza  la  ay  eaaaualty  aaka  flag  raak  baeauaa  chary  Oank  ordar  tba  foUowlag 
flva  aeacaaaaca  vteh  5  balag  tha  aaae  laporraae) ; 

a.  ara  highly  ayaelallzad  d.  baaa  tha  right  eoacacea. 

b.  ara  oat  ararapaelallaad  a.  yuachad  tha  right  cickaca. 

e.  ara  auparh  yarforaara. 

23.  Xa  eeayarlboo  with  othar  eaaaualtlaa,  affleara  la  ry  eaaaualty  aaaa  flag  raak. 
(elrcla  baat  ehotea): 


L':i 


7ary 

Craquaacly 


At  tha 

saaa  rata 

rci.  ciMza  Arntcojs 


Vary 

lafraquaBcly 


garaar  lataatloao}  Tha  followlag  leas  coacama  cha  iacaealcy  of  your  laalza  to 
eantiBua  your  earaar  aa  a  .'<ary  offlaar  at  laaae  uaeUL  you  ara  allglbla  for 
raclraaaat.  Araaa  oa  cha  seala  ara  daaerlbad,  bath  warbally  and  la  tocaa  of 
yrobablllty,  eo  prowtda  aaaaiagful  rafaraaea  palata.  Chack  cha  raapoaaa  which 
aoac  eloaaly  royraaaaca  your  carraac  lawal  of  eaaalcaBC. 

How  careala  ara  you  chat  you  will  eeatlana  aa  aetlva  Mawy  earaar  at  laaae  uattl 
you  ara  allglbla  for  ratlraaMSt? 

(  )1.  99,3-lOOS  I  aa  alrtuallr  eartala  chat  X  will  aae  laava  cha  .Sawy 

voluaearlly  prlac  co  aaeoalag  allglbla  for  ratlraaaat. 

(  )Z.  90. 3-99. 8Z  X  aa  alaoac  gartala  I  will  eoatlaua  ay  alllcary  earaar  If  peaalbla. 

(  )3.  73.3>d9.9S  I  aa  coofldaM  chat  X  will  eoatlaua  ay  Mavy  earaar  uatll  X  caa 

ratlza. 

(  )A.  30.(^71.9Z  I  orohablT  will  r«ala  la  Ravy  uatll  X  aa  allglbla  for  ratlraaunt. 

(  }3.  23.3-A9.9Z  I  orohabla  will  net  eoatlaua  la  tha  Mawy  until  X  aa  allglbla 

for  ratlraaaat. 

(  )b.  10.0-2A.3Z  X  aa  eonf Idant  that  X  will  oat  eoatlaua  ay  Hawy  earaar  uatll  I 

eaa  raeira. 

(  )7.  3.2-9.9Z  X  au  alaeat  eartala  chat  X  will  laowa  tha  Mawy  aa  wea  aa  peaalbla. 

(  X.O-O.IZ  X  aa  wlrtuailw  eartala  chat  I  will  oat  valuntarlly  eoatlaua  la  cha 

Rawy  uatii  X  aa  allglbla  far  ratlraaant. 


cl— J 


Caraer  S*clafaetlon;  Tha  follovlng  tcaaa  daal  with  jro“f  actltudas  toward  70ur 
caraar  lad  locacloa.  ?laaaa  raapood  aa  hooaacl^  and  accuracaly  aa  you  can. 

It  la  laporcaac  chat  you  eoaplaca  aach  icaa  avao  chough  It  appaar*  to  bo  tha 
aaaM  leaeaaaac.  Isdlcaca  how  ouch  you  agraa  or  dlaagraa  with  each  acacoMac  by 
ualag  tha  seala  balow  aad  raapoodlag  to  aach  ICaa. 


1  ;  3  4  5  b  7 

Strongly  Saltnar  Strongly 

Olaagrao  Agraa  nor  Agraa 

Dlaagraa 


f. 


I  would  ba  wary  dlaaatlaflad  Lt  I  had  to  ehaaga  ay  caraar. 

I  would  daflaltaly  not  mcoanaad  ay  locacloa  to  frlanda. 

Tha  I  Chink  about  It,  tha  aora  I  faol  I  aada  a  bad  aovo  la  aacarlng 
ay  caraar. 

I  ao  fortuaaca  to  ba  locatad  whara  I  aa. 

X  thoroughly  ca]ay  ay  caraar. 

I  thoroughly  anjoy  ay  locacloa. 

X  taka  graac  prlda  la  «y  caraar. 

X  would  llwa  aaywhara  la  ordar  eo  scay  la  ay  caraar. 

X  ofcaa  chink  about  balag  la  a  dlffaraac  locacloa. 

X  would  daflaltaly  Ilka  eo  changa  ay  caraar. 

X  would  ba  aora  saelsflod  la  a  diifaraae  locacloa. 

X  Xaal  I  could  ba  wch  aora  iacla£lad  la  a  dlifartac  caraar. 

X  sa  vary  laclaflad  vlch  ay  praaaac  locacloa. 

Uhara  X  Xlvo  la  auch  aora  loporcaac  co  ay  saela£aeclon  chaa  ay  caraar. 


Till.  EaOCXZZON,  TSACrCIG  .U(D  FBdRSSZONAL  OmLOFTSST 


Indlcaca  yoaz  laval  at  agnamaae  to  cha  aazt  17  Itaaa.  Saapond  ualng  cha 
foUovlaf  icaXa: 


la  avaluaclng  cna  fine  lour  iceaa,  conalder  ASU,  CZC,  ecc.  aa  cacrolcai  acnoola 
and  UST,  ?A0,  ace.  aa  oon-cachnlnal  maa.  Oalc  coasldaracion  at  major  protasa- 
ional  aetioola  aueh  aa  SUOS,  N?GS  or  uar  collaga. 


.  .Tarr  lehoai(a)  ebae  I  coaplocad  durlnt  mr  aoac  raconc  czanafar  or  praaanc  aaalgiataac 
uara  valuabla  ea  aa  in  porformlng  mf  Job.  (scora  "3**  it  noon  coaplacad) . 

.  Tha  Savp  haa  provldad  aa  wltb  adaquaca  cralntas  la  eba  goaaral  (naaagarlal) 
aapacca  at  bow  ca  parfora  oa  a  !<avaj.  offlear. 

.  I  ballava  ebac  aao-eaelailcai  icaoola  laproaa  aT  ability  to  do  ay  job. 

.  TaebalcaJ,  aehoala  will  Ineroaaa  ay  proaoclna  opporcualclaa  aucb  aora  Chan 
naa-eacftnlcal  sarwlea  aehoola. 

.  ^eape  for  cacfaalnal/kary  blllaea,  cha  aaatgnaanc  of  prlaary  duciaa  Co  an  offlear 
by  Cha  cooaaadlng  offlear  la  guldad  by  cha  officer' s  servica  record  and  cha 
officer's  oaad  co  obeala  wall  rounded  profaasloool  •zpertanea. 

i.  The  aaalgSMint  of  aa  officer  on  toa  ducy  aa  a  division  offlear,  aay  be  a 
collaeezal  ducy. 

Aa  offlear  ouac  serve  aa  cha  hood  at  a  major  dcparcaonc  before  selaceton  for 
asalgoaene  ae  an  axaeucive  offlear  afloat. 

I.  The  SOOU  qualification  mat  be  obtained  before  an  LUX  can  be  dealgnaced  ae 
"Qualified  cor  Co  vend”. 

L  .A  wrlceen  exaalnatlon  la  retpilrad  Cd  obtain  Che  daslgnatlon,  ''Qualified  for 
CooBond”. 

).  If  an  (iKL  offlear  (116X}  does  ooc  qualify  within  21  ooncha  of  shipboard  duty, 
this  aay  resulc  In  reaealgnaent  to  snore  ducy  and  a  designator  change  co 
UOX. 

..  ship  hae  a  planned  prograa  for  rotating  junior  officers  through  several 
daparenonta  during  chair  first  sea  cour.  (Calc  If  on  shore  duty). 

!.  I  have  been  encouraged  by  aony  of  ay  seniors  (CO,  XO,  daportaanc  head,  etc.) 

CO  pursue  a  graduate  sducaclon. 

J.  Obtaining  a  poscgraduaca  degree  will  strengchan  ay  ehancaa  for  proooclon. 

•.  I  would  rather  receive  a  postgraduate  degree  froa  a  civilian  laatlcuclon  Chaa 
MFCS, 

5.  If  I  leave  my  warfare  specialty  area  for  aay  reason,  including  aCCandanca  at 
MFCS,  ay  :(avy  career  will  suffar. 

i,  Tha  devalopeac  at  a  subepeclalty  la  iaporcanc  for  ay  Maw  career. 

f.  The  developaeac  of  a  subepeclalty  la  iaportant  for  ay  career  beyond  cha  Mary. 
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ladleaea  pour  lawal  af 

agraoBoac  wicb 

ICMd  1  ebraugb  33. 

Raapoad  ualag  Cha 

fallowing  acala: 

1  2 

3  4 

3  6 

7 

Stroaglp 

Olaagraa 

Moatral 

SCroBglp 

Agraa 

1.  I  aa  wtlllat  ca  put  la  a  graac  4aal  af  afforc  ba^wad  cbat  aaxaaily  aipaeead  la 
ardar  ta  haip  ena  !lavp  ba  jueeaaafuL. 

2.  I  calk  up  Cba  Saap  ca  wf  friaada  aa  a  graae  aggaaliaclaa  ca  uatk  far. 

3.  I  faai  aarp  llccla  lapalep  Ca  cte  ilaar. 

*•  1  <«uld  aeeapc  alaaac  aay  eypa  at  jab  aaatgiaiMe  ta  ardac  ta  riaala  la  cba  ilavy. 

__3.  1  flad  ebac  mf  aaluaa  aad  cba  Ilavp'a  valuaa  ara  »ary  tlallar. 

b.  t  ■■  proud  ca  call  acbars  cbac  t  aa  pare  at  cte  !laoT. 

__7.  I  cMld  juac  aa  imU  ba  uarklag  far  a  dlffarm  argaalaaClaa  aa  laa«  aa  cba  croa 
of  uarb  wara  atallar. 


Tba  ba«7  raallp  laaptraa  Cba  varp  baaC  la  ad  ta  cba  uap  of  job  parfoTMaca. 

It  «mld  caka  varp  Uttla  ehaB«o  la  ap  praaaac  elmaacaaeaa  ca  eaaaa  aa  ta  laava. 

J  “  cdtraaaip  glad  tbae  I  ebaaa  cba  .iavp  ca  uarb  for,  aoor  acbar  argaataatlaaa 
I  uaa  eoaaldarlac  ac  Cba  Claa  X  jolaad. 

Thora'a  oat  coa  veb  ca  ba  galaad  bp  ttapiac  wleb  cba  !«aap  ladaf  laicalp. 

t  dlffteule  ca  agcaa  with  tba  Naup'a  pollclaa  aa  Uaportaat  MCtara 

rolaeia«  ca  ua  paraaoaal. 

I  raaUp  earo  atmie  cba  fata  at  Cba  !laup. 


far  aa  chla  la  tba  baae  at  all  poaaibla  argaataactaaa  far  uhteb  ca  uarb. 

,13.  Saeldlaf  ca  jola  cba  baup  uaa  a  daflalta  aa  ap  pare. 

,16.  Tba  !<aop  iboold  prautda  elaac,  spaeiSitt  iraraar  paeba  uicb  laaorlarart  plaaa. 

,17.  I  doa't  raallp  cbtak  abeoc  cha  earaar  daelataa;  le*t  la  tba  back  at  up  alad 
for  «  wblla,  tbaa  It  vxU  luddaalp  bit  aa.  Md  I  taaw  wMc  I  will  da. 

,1S.  Caraar  apportualtlaa  arc  uapradlctabla  aa  paa  aaae  ba  rwdp  ca  aaaa  a  daetalao 
wbaa  aaa  arlaaa. 


,19.  :  aa  willlaa  ca  lawaac  eoaatdarabla  claM  la  aiploriag  earaar  opporcuateiaa. 
,13.  I  Ilka  CO  laagiaa  idwc  It  would  bo  Ilka  ta  ba  cba  warp  cap  poraoo  la  ap  ftald. 
,21.  1  raaaareb.  plaa.  aad  flad  ap  a^m  blllaca. 

,1S.  It  balpa  ta  ioaa  aaaeclp  abac  paa  uoat  la  paar  aaat  aaalcnaoc. 

,23.  I  eaa  aac  dap  aad  upoa  Cba  datalllag  ipaca  Ca  flad  a  job  cbac  I  vaac. 

,24.  I  kaew  tba  acapa  cbac  I  aood  ca  caka  ca  aebtaoa  ap  !towp  earaar  gaala. 

,23.  t  laaw  tba  tcapa  chat  I  aaad  ta  Caka  ca  aehlawa  ap  pact  Hawp  earaar  gaala. 

,26.  I  faai  that  I*a  a  par  aaa  of  lartb,  ac  laaoc  oa  aa  ayal  plaaa  wtcb  ochara. 

,27.'  I  faai  cbac  1  hawa  a  iwbar  of  good  poalictaa. 

,2S.  All  la  all,  I  aa  tacllaad  ca  faol  cbac  I  m  a  fallaro. 

,29.  I  faai  I  do  oat  bawa  oaeh  ca  ba  praod  of. 

,30.  I  wlab  I  eaoid  hawa  aara  raapaet  far  appaU. 

,31.  I  aa  abla  ta  do  chlaga  aa  wall  aa 


paopla 


Sczan«i7 

01sa«rM 


4 

HMCzai 


7 

SeroMciy 

4«tM 


,32.  AC  claaa  I  thlak  I  m  aa  (oad  «c  4tX. 

,33.  Ob  ch«  «haX«,  I  ma  MClailad  with  afsalf. 

,34.  I  CBka  4  poalClTB  BCCXCttiB  eorard  araBlf. 

,33.  I  eartAloly  {mI  aamimmm  AC  cIjma. 

36.  CACAAr  SAClifaetlott  II;  Th«  folla»la«  ICam  acb  tlailAr  eo  ehoAa  fou 
coAvrAd  AAcilAC.  aoMTABc,  WA  wottld  Ilka  TOUT  AAdlBCaaea  ea  taa  l>aw 
krrr  offleara  look  ac  skalr  earaar  la  ralacloa  ea  ekalx  aecapACloa 
and  artaBiAacloa.  ttaieipla  Icaba  halp  oa  okcaia  leakla  AACiaAcaa  of 
ACClCudaa.  laapoad  ualac  eka  follovtad  keala: 


SccoeciT 

Staaccaa 


4 

Haickar 
4«raa  aor 
OlAAgraa 


Setoatlr 

Afcaa 


_A.  I  m  aacT  lacloflad  vttk  mf  oeeuBACtoa. 

_k.  Salay  la  cka  Havr  1*  aara  lakoccaae  tkaa  af  laeaClaa. 

,4.  X  ekoroufklT  cajoy  ay  {laid  at  work. 

,4.  Hr  earaar  la  tlfalileaaelf  aora  Umortsae  co  aa  ckaa  cka  3aat. 

,A.  I  oould  daflatealy  Ilka  to  ekaaca  mf  timid  at  work. 

Tka  oceuaacloa  la  vhleh  t  work  la  aara  taiporCAuc  ea  aa  Okaa  of  loeaelaa. 
j.  I  would  foal  happlar  wick  a  dlCfaraae  oeeupactoa. 

_h.  Tka  oeeupacloa  la  wttlek  I  work  la  aora  taaerCAae  ckaa  mw  earaar. 

_1.  I  dafloiealT  faal  I  aa  la  eka  rlcke  {laid  of  work. 

_i.  I  aa  varr  jerry  1  ekoaa  ay  oeeupaclea. 

Jt,  Tka  Navy  la  aora  aaaaaelal  eo  aa  ckaa  ay  flald  of  work. 

_l.  X  faol  wary  joed  aeouc  ay  earaar. 
ja.  I  caka  jraac  prlda  la  ay  (laid  of  work. 

_a.  Locaeloa  la  ooc  aaarly  aa  iBoorcaae  ca  aa  aa  kalsf  la  cka  Mary. 

_o.  Xf  X  could  do  le  owar  acala,  X  would  aoc  ekeooa  ay  oeeuyacloa. 

1  daflalealy  faal  ckae  X  m  la  cka  wroBf  earaar. 

_!].  Xha  Havy  la  aacarlally  aora  aaaaaelal  eo  aa  ckaa  ay  earaar. 

X  eklnk  X  aada  a  sarloua  aiacaka  la  eaeoalac  ay  flald  of  work. 

_i.  X  ofeaa  eklak  abouc  ekaBctag  ay  earaar. 

,,e.  My  earaar  eakaa  praeadaaca  owar  ay  (laid  of  work. 

_u.  Locaeloa  la  aora  lakoreaae  eo  aa  ckaa  cka  {laid  la  whlek  X  uark. 

My  oeeupaeloa  la  aora  wteal  eo  aa  ckaa  eka  Mary. 


nKWM 
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